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ABSTRACT

The present study attempted to investigate a never explored research question,
i.e., whether an observed engagement measure would be as valid as self-reported
engagement measure. Data were collected from the employees of an academic institute.
Minimum of 110 self-ratings from subordinate employees (i.e. the self-raters) and 110
observer-ratings from those subordinates’ respective supervisor employees (i.e. the otherraters) were supposed to be collected to robustly test the formulated hypotheses of the
present study. However, due to some sudden structural changes within the organization
(i.e. the academic institute from where data were collected), only 32 observer-ratings and
32 self-ratings (i.e. 32 matched pairs) could be gathered. Therefore, instead of 110 pairs,
the statistical analyses (such as- bivariate correlations, exploratory factor analyses,
multiple regression analyses) were administered on 32 matched pairs only. As the
validity is the appropriateness and accuracy of the interpretation of the scores of the
measure, based on the findings from the present study, the study showed that the measure
of observed engagement was not found to be as valid as self-reported engagement
measure in terms of the construct, content, or predictive validity. In other words, none of
the proposed hypotheses were supported. Furthermore, apart from the restructuring issues
within the approached organization, there were some other limitations that transpired in
the present study which are discussed in detail.
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1. INTRODUCTION

As Ulrich (1997) put it in his best-selling book, “to produce more output with less
employee input, companies have no choice but to try to engage not only the body, but
also the mind and the soul of every employee” (p. 125). The notion of the construct
engagement is relatively new. The emergence and development of this construct was not
like other key intangible constructs, such as - job satisfaction, leadership, motivation, etc.
Researchers developed these key intangible constructs through rigorous scientific
research and then the practitioners took up these constructs and applied them in the
organizations. However, in the case of engagement, it was just the opposite. It was first
spread among the Human Resource Practitioners community and then academic
researchers considered it for thorough investigation.
Due to its initial lack of thorough investigation, engagement has been criticized
for being just old wine in a new bottle (Jeung, 2011), as the practitioners’ community
attempted to conceptualize this particular construct by synthesizing and relabeling other
existing constructs, such as - organizational commitment, employee satisfaction, job
involvement, motivation, and extra-role performance. However, the later thorough
scientific research revealed that this construct, engagement, is different from the rest.
Studies done on employee engagement till now reveal that all of them are based
on self-reported measures (Saks, 2006; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Schleicher et al.,
2002, 2011; Shantz, Alfes, and Latham, 2016). It has never been attempted to measure
the construct by others such as- supervisors, colleagues etc. It is only the self-rating
technique that has been relied on and used in practice to measure the construct, not the
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rating by the others. Research shows there are many disadvantages of relying only on
self-reported measures to capture a construct. There might be a chance of having monomethod bias, faking, misleading responses, etc. (Spector, 1994, 2006; Paulhus & Vazire,
2007; Jex & Britt, 2014; Shultz, Whitney, & Zickar, 2014).
Furthermore, as engagement is associated with and can predict positive outcomes,
(e.g., organizational citizenship behavior, lower turnover intention; Saks, 2006;
Schleicher et al., 2011, Shantz, Alfes, & Latham, 2016), it may be assumed that it would
be beneficial for the organizations to identify engaged employees effectively by
observing them. Moreover, if those identified employees could be recognized and treated
by the organizations in a manner so that they have the opportunity to flourish more,
invest more, and feel motivated to be engaged that eventually leads to individual as well
as organizational advancement and/or improvement.
However, to measure a construct, it is important to measure it through
psychometrically robust tool(s). Considering the psychometric qualities in the available
self-reported measurement tools of engagements, 17-item version of Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES), developed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), was chosen as
the most robust one (for reasons described further below). Therefore, by adapting 17-item
version of UWES and turning the self-report measure into an observed engagement
measure, the present study attempted to answer the primary research question, ‘Would an
observed engagement measure be as valid as self-reported engagement measure?’.

3
1.1. DEFINITIONS
Several definitions of engagement are available in both the practice and research
driven literatures. In this section, different yet the most prominent conceptualizations of
engagement are presented to understand the varied aspects from which this distinct
construct has been conceptualized by researchers.
Kahn (1990) originally coined the term ‘engagement’. He introduced the
construct as ‘Personal engagement at work’, which he defined as “the harnessing of
organization members' selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ and
express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances”
(Kahn, 1990, p. 694).
Considering engagement from the burnout antithesis viewpoint, Maslach and
Leiter (1997) claimed engagement and burnout are the positive and negative endpoints of
a continuum. They argued that engagement is characterized by energy, involvement and
efficacy and these characteristics are considered as the direct opposites of the three
burnout dimensions - exhaustion, cynicism and lack of accomplishment, respectively.
According to them, employees who are high on engagement tend to be low on burnout.
On the other hand, employees who are high on burnout tend to be low on engagement
(Maslach & Leiter, 1997). However, based on the empirical evidence, engagement is no
longer considered as the antithesis of burnout or as being the opposite side of a same
continuum (Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010).
Schaufeli, Salanova, González-romá, and Bakker (2002) defined engagement as
“a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption” (p. 74). Therefore, on the basis of their definition, an engaged
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employee is expected to be highly mentally and/or physically active (i.e., vigor) at the
workplace, where the employee is strongly devoted (i.e., dedication) due to the strong
positive sense of the significance of the work and extremely engrossed (i.e., absorption)
in one’s own work as one enjoys doing the work and finds difficult to detach oneself
from doing the work.
Saks (2006) defined employee engagement as “a distinct and unique construct
consisting of cognitive, emotional, and behavioral components that are associated with
individual role performance” (p. 602). This definition of employee engagement is quite
similar to that of Kahn (1990), as this definition also focused on role performance at
work. However, the unique aspect in Saks’ definition was that he distinguished between
job engagement and organizational engagement. He described job engagement as
performing the work load and organizational engagement as performing the role as a
member of the organization.
Finally, Macey and Schneider (2008) developed the ‘framework for
understanding the elements of employee engagement’. According to them,
engagement behavior is an aggregated multidimensional construct. On the basis of
diverse yet relevant literatures, their conceptual framework for understanding employee
engagement offered a series of propositions about (1) trait engagement (i.e., positive
views of life and work - trait positive affect, conscientiousness, proactive personality,
trait positive affect, autotelic or internally-driven personality); (2) state engagement (i.e.,
feelings of energy and absorption - satisfaction, commitment, involvement,
empowerment); and (3) behavioral engagement (i.e., extra-role behavior –
proactive/personal initiative, role expansion, organizational citizenship behavior).
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In their framework, Macey and Schneider (2008) argued that each of the
constructs i.e. satisfaction, commitment, involvement, empowerment conscientiousness,
proactive personality, trait positive affect, autotelic personality, proactive/personal
initiative, role expansion, organizational citizenship behavior, are considered as the facets
of employee engagement. According to them, the amalgamation of several constructs
mentioned above makes engagement unique and distinct from those constructs. They
defined it as a condition which is desirable with an organizational purpose and comprises
of the components of both attitude and behavior. While others define engagement from
attitudinal perspectives, Macey and Schneider’s framework specifically incorporated the
components of personality in it.
Overall, considering the other definitions mentioned above, it can be said that
engagement is a particular job attitude that is unique and distinct in nature with assumed
behavioral/observable components (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Saks, 2006; Macey &
Schnieder, 2008). Based on the definition given by Schaufeli, Salanova, González-romá,
and Bakker (2002), the construct has been operationally defined for the present study as a
positive, persistent, pervasive and work-related psychological state, characterized by high
levels of energy, devotion, and passion results in superior individual as well as
organizational performance. As Schaufeli and colleagues (2002) were one of the first to
operationally define engagement with an observable/behavioral component (with other
models following suit), their definition of engagement was determined to be the most
applicable one for this study as it talked about characteristics – vigor (high level of
energy), dedication (devotion), and absorption (passion), that are expected to have the
potentials of being perceived/observed by an observer. Moreover, as this approach is the
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most commonly understood and most widely used conceptualization of engagement
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli et al., 2011), it was thought to be of value to
understand its psychometric properties when assessed from an observer perspective.

1.2. THEORETICAL MODELS
Social Exchange Theory provides a meaningful theoretical basis for
understanding employee engagement (Saks, 2006). According to this theory, “sources are
exchanged through a process of reciprocity, whereby one party tends to repay the good
(or sometimes bad) deeds of another party” (Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall,
2017, p. 479). Therefore, on the basis of this theory, it can be argued that, if an employee
receives something positive/negative from the environment, as a part of reciprocal
interdependence, one would feel obliged to repay what he/she receives (Cropanzano &
Mitchell, 2005). Since engagement is a positive, persistent and pervasive psychological
state of mind, it could be argued that if an employee receives something positive from the
environment, then being mentally and/or physically active, devoted, and engrossed in
one’s work (i.e., being engaged) is the employee’s way of repaying the things he/she
receives from the environment.
Based on this Social Exchange Theory, Saks (2006) developed a model of the
antecedents and consequences of employee engagement (i.e., job engagement and
organization engagement). He hypothesized and tested job characteristics, perceived
organizational support, perceived supervisor support, rewards and recognition, procedural
justice and distributive justice as the antecedents of employee engagement, and job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to quit, organizational citizenship
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behavior as the consequences of employee engagement. By testing the hypotheses of the
model, Saks (2006) found that job and organization engagement are predicted by a few
antecedent variables, related to individual consequences, and the relationship between
antecedent variables and consequences are mediated by job and organization
engagement. Therefore, it could be argued that if an employee gets to work in a positive
work climate where the employee’s job comprises of desirable characteristics, where the
employee has perceived organizational support, perceived supervisor support, rewards
and recognition, procedural justice and distributive justice (i.e. antecedents), the
employee would become enthusiastic, devoted and passionate about his/her job as he/she
would feel obliged to reciprocate to this positive work environments and eventually
would become committed to the organization, engage in organizational citizenship
behaviors, etc. (i.e. consequences).
On the basis of the evidence regarding antecedents and consequences of work
engagement, Bakker and Demerouti developed (2008) an overall model of work
engagement, where they used two assumptions from Job Demands – Resources Model
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). It assumes that job resources (i.e., autonomy, performance
feedback, social support, supervisory coaching, etc.) and personal resources (i.e.,
optimism, self-efficacy, resilience, self-esteem, etc.) are the predictors of work
engagement. Therefore, in Job Demands-Resources model they incorporated these two
types of resources (i.e., job and personal resources) and claims that these resources are
capable of predicting work engagement independently or in a combined manner
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Furthermore, when job demands (i.e., work pressure,
emotional demands, mental demands, physical demands, etc.) are high, high personal and
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organizational resources specifically have a positive impact on the work engagement
(vigor, dedication and absorption) and, in turn, have a positive impact on job performance
(in-role performance, extra-role performance, creativity, financial turnover, etc.). Finally,
they argued, “employees who are engaged and perform well are able to create their own
resources, which then foster engagement again over time and create a positive gain
spiral” (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008, p. 218).
Considering the above-mentioned models together, it basically portraying the
similar story of engagement as all of them are guided by a principle theoretical
background, i.e., employee engagement is part of a resource exchange process with the
organization. Overall, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) proposed a model where they
incorporated a number of ‘antecedents’ and ‘consequences’ from Saks’ (2006) model in
their model and labeled them as ‘job demands-resources’ and ‘performance’,
respectively. Thus, it is visible that each of the models addresses the same kind of
linkages, emphasizing the positive nature of engagement. In other words, these models
indicate that engaged employees have high levels of energy, often experience positive
emotions, they are happy, joyful, enthusiastic and optimistic, immersed in their work,
experience better health, create their own job and personal resources and transfer their
engagement to others.

1.3. MEASUREMENT
Different models on engagement indicate that engagement has positive outcomes
on the organizations. Therefore, it is beneficial to measure employees’ engagement
effectively in the workplace in order to identify engaged employees in the organization.

9
However, as mentioned in the previous section, to measure a construct, it is important to
measure it through psychometrically robust tool(s). Considering the chosen construct
definition (i.e., engagement as vigor, dedication, and absorption; Schaufeli et al., 2002),
operational definition of the present study, and psychometric qualities of the available
self-reported measurement tools of engagements, the 17-item UWES was selected for the
adaptation. Notably, before settling on the UWES, it was important to consider other
measures of engagement to ensure the best measure was selected for adaptation as an
observed measure of engagement.
The 12-item Gallup Q12 (known as the Gallup Workplace Audit, 1992-1999) is a
measure that has been frequently used in the engagement literature to date (Schleicher,
Hansen, & Fox, 2011). However, some researchers criticize the tool as it measures the
drivers of engagement, not the engagement itself (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Schaufeli,
2013). More specifically, it really measures the antecedents of engagement in terms of
perceived job resources (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). Therefore, as a result,
criterion contamination has occurred – as the tool is really measuring antecedents of the
construct of interest rather than the content of the construct itself.
Demerouti and Bakker (2008) recommended the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory
(Demerouti, Bakker, Vardakou, & Kantas, 2003) as a good alternative measurement tool
to assess the work engagement. This instrument originally was developed to assess
burnout. However, since it contains both positively and negatively phrased items, it has
also been recommended to assess work engagement (Gonza´lez-Roma´, Schaufeli,
Bakker, & Lloret, 2006). The Oldenburg Burnout Inventory comprises two dimensions:
one ranging from exhaustion to vigor and the other one ranging from cynicism to
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dedication. However, based on empirical evidence, work engagement is no longer
considered as the antithesis of burnout (Crawford et al., 2010); rather, these two
constructs are distinct in nature. Therefore, the selection of Oldenburg Burnout Inventory
(2003) to measure engagement would not only be inappropriate but also erroneous, as the
absence of one construct does not guarantee the presence of other.
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale is another tool to measure engagement, known
as UWES developed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003). It has two versions. One with 17items and another with 9-items. The scales are based on Schaufeli and colleagues’ (2002)
definition of Work Engagement, defining it as a combination of three dimensions i.e.,
vigor, dedication, and absorption. In case of 17-item version of UWES (N = 2,313), the
inter-item reliabilities (α) are found to be .83, .92 and .82 for vigor, dedication and
absorption, respectively. The inter-item reliabilities (α) of 9-item version of UWES (N =
9,679) are found to be .84, .89 and .79 for vigor, dedication and absorption, respectively.
The Cronbach’s alphas of the whole scales, 17-item version as well as 9-item version of
UWES, are found to be the same, i.e., .93 (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
May, Gilson, and Harter (2004) developed a 13-item engagement inventory (α =
.77) on the basis of the work by Kahn (1990). It comprises three dimensions: cognitive,
emotional, and physical engagement. The items of this inventory manifest a striking
similarity with the items of the UWES (Schaufeli et al., 2002), in terms of focus
(absorption), persistence (dedication), and energy (vigor), respectively (Viljevac, CooperThomas & Saks, 2012). For example, to capture cognitive engagement, May and
colleagues’ (2004) inventory has items such as ‘Performing my job is so absorbing that I
forget about everything else’, ‘Time passes quickly when I perform my job’ which are
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almost identical with the items under absorption domain of 17-item UWES such as
‘When I am working, I forget everything else around me’, ‘Time flies when I'm working’
etc. In case of emotional and physical engagement items such as ‘I really put my heart
into my job’ and ‘I exert a lot of energy performing my job’ have similarities with items
under dedication and vigor domain of 17-item UWES such as ‘I am enthusiastic about
my job’ and ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’ respectively. Therefore, it could be
said that this measure also incorporates the behavioral aspects of engagement like UWES
does. However, its item content is almost identical to the UWES and research shows it
has a poorer psychometric property (i.e., α=.77; May et al., 2004; Viljevac et al., 2012)
compared to the UWES (i.e., α=.93; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).
Furthermore, again, based on the work of Kahn (1990), Soane, Truss, Alfes,
Shantz, Rees, and Gatenby (2012) introduced a 9-item scale, namely, Intellectual, Social,
Affective (ISA) Engagement Scale (α = .91). The scale contains three facets of
engagement: Intellectual - the extent to which one is intellectually absorbed in work;
Social - the extent to which one is socially connected with the working environment and
shares common values with colleagues; and Affective - the extent to which one
experiences a state of positive affect relating to one’s work role. It is a seven-point
Likert-type scale. The first (intellectual) and the third facets (affective) of engagement are
similar to absorption and vigor respectively whereas the second facet, social, had not
been considered before.
Research indicates that the engagement inventory by May et al. (2004) and the
ISA Engagement Scale by Soane et al. (2012) are based on the work of Kahn (1990).
However, UWES, developed in 2003, has exceptional similarities with these two later

12
developed tools. Moreover, comparing the psychometric properties of these two measures
with UWES (2003), UWES has been found to be a pioneering tool of measuring work
engagement which is conceptually original and more robust in nature (i.e., 17-item 1factor UWES (α=.93); χ2 (df = 119, N = 2313) = 3554.65, p > .05, CFI = .87, and NNFI
= .85 & 17-item 3-factor UWES - vigor (α=.83), dedication (α=.92), and absorption
(α=.82); χ2 (df = 116, N = 2313) = 2637.97, p > .05, CFI = .91, and NNFI = .89;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Therefore, considering the novelty, uniqueness, and robust
psychometric properties, UWES 17-item version is selected for the adaption for the
present study.
Therefore, as mentioned above, the purpose of measuring engagement through
observation would be identifying and recognizing the employees who are engaged, as
engagement is associated with and can predict positive outcomes. Moreover, being
identified, those employees can get the opportunity to flourish more, invest more, and
feel motivated to be engaged that eventually leads to individual as well as organizational
advancement and/or improvement. Till now since there is no available measure that can
validly measure engagement through observation, managers/supervisors are likely simply
guessing which employees seem engaged, and which are not. Therefore, validating a
measure is as important as creating/adapting a measure because otherwise there would be
no difference between mangers’ present guesswork and a not-validated newly
created/adapted measurement tool of engagement. Both of them being not valid would be
considered as equally unscientific.
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1.4. HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT
Studies done on employee engagement till now reveal that all of the conducted
studies are based on self-reported measures. It has never been attempted to measure work
engagement, by others such as supervisors, colleagues etc. It is only the self-rating
technique upon which researchers have relied upon and used to measure the construct.
This void in measuring engagement by using others-ratings method calls for a closer look
into the matter by conducting this study using others-ratings method to measure
engagement. Now some basic questions could be raised regarding the rationale behind
working on the stated void. It might be asked what is wrong with an entire literature
being based on a self-report measure of the construct, if the measure is reliable & valid.
Some arguments could be made to answer these questions.
Primarily, if the disadvantages of self-report measures are considered, it could be
seen that self-rater could fake his/her responses. He/she could fake good or bad on the
basis of his/her ultimate intention (Shultz, Whitney, & Zickar, 2014). Moreover,
responses could also get affected by socially desirable responding through self-deceptive
enhancement (incorrect evaluation/estimation of self, unconscious effort) or impression
management (conscious effort same as faking good) (Paulhus & Vazire, 2007; Shultz et
al., 2014). Therefore, it could be argued that by attempting to adapt a measure that aims
to assess engagement of employees by other-raters, research could avoid the
problems/disadvantages associated with self-report method.
Furthermore, if an observed measure of engagement could be paired with selfreport measure of other constructs of interest, this method could eliminate issues
associated with mono-method bias, i.e., inflation of relationship between variables
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measured with the same method (Spector, 1994; 2006). It could be considered as another
source that might be used in corroborating self-report data, if it can first be determined
that an observed measure of engagement can be reliable and valid. Meta-analyses
revealed that the inflation of relationships between many widely studied constructs (such
as, job attitudes and organizational citizenship behaviors, participative decision making
and work outcomes, organizational commitment and job performance, etc.) strongly
varied depending on the types of sources/methods. In each case, same source correlations
were inflated compared to correlations that used different sources (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). This is critical since engagement is defined as an
attitude and often correlated with many of these constructs (Saks, 2006; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Schleicher et al., 2011). Research has also shown that, in general,
observed-ratings of different individual characteristics can predict behavior of the
individual who is being observed (Connelly & Ones, 2010). This suggests that a measure
of observed engagement is possible and could help research and practitioners avoid
common method bias and avoid simply guessing about employee engagement.
Studies on engagement have consistently shown that engagement has specific
antecedents, correlates, and consequences (Saks, 2006, Bakker & Demerouti, 2008,
Schleicher et al., 2011). For example, organizational citizenship behavior, productivity,
profit, safety, lower turnover intension, etc. are found to be empirically supported
outcome variables/consequences of engagement (Saks, 2006, Bakker & Demerouti, 2008,
Schleicher et al., 2011). Therefore, the ability of an observer to accurately observe,
perceive, and/or judge this distinct attitude (i.e. engagement) in an employee would play
an important role for the employee (performance rating, rewards, job satisfaction, etc.)
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and company (OCB, affective commitment, lower intention to quit, etc.) both. It might be
argued that supervisors may already be making these judgments regarding their
subordinates’ engagement at work just by guessing, and these judgments might be
inserted into performance ratings, which then influence rewards and other opportunities.
Thus, it is important to be clear on whether a valid measure of observed engagement is
possible, so that the supervisors can be provided with the tools to assess their employees
better.
Primary Research Question: Would the observed engagement be as valid as selfreported engagement measure?
In other words, the present study investigated whether others could rate work
engagement of the targets accurately. Meta-analyses have shown that when it comes to
rate personality by others (such as supervisors, colleagues, roommates, spouses, etc.), the
others-ratings can measure personality accurately (Connelly & Ones, 2010). Thus, it
seems possible that others, such as supervisors, could measure employee attitudes
accurately.
In order to explain the process of accurate judgment by the observers, Funder
(1995) proposed the Realistic Accuracy Model. This model argues that for a particular
person’s (i.e. target) traits to be judged/rated accurately by another (i.e. observer) instead
of oneself, the environment should allow the target so that he/she can express him/herself
(i.e. relevance) and the observer could perceive target’s expressed characteristics (i.e.
availability).
Moreover, even in cases where the target could not express him/herself
distinctively, if the observer is still able to detect trait-relevant cues from the environment
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(i.e. detection) and amalgamate those cues to form impression about the target (i.e.
utilization), it might be plausible to make accurate judgement about the target by others.
In other words, for a targets’ trait to be accurately perceived by an observer, (in addition
to relevance and availability), the observer needs to focus enough/pay attention enough to
detect the trait and then decide to actually use the information to form an impression
(utility). This entire process of relevance, availability, detection, and utilization is known
as the RADU process (Funder, 1995).
Funder (1995) identified four moderators of this process which are expected to
explain when these judgements by observers could be accurate. These moderators are –
“(a) good judge, the possibility that some individuals might be better judges of
personality than others; (b) good target, the possibility that some individuals might be
more easily judged than others; (c) good trait (or behavior), the possibility that some
traits (and therefore some behaviors) might be easier to judge (or to predict) accurately
than others; and (d) good information, the possibility that more or certain kinds of
information might make accurate judgments more likely” (Funder, 1995, p. 656).
It is important to note that these four accuracy moderators might function
differently by varying the course of the RADU process from one situation to another. For
instance, there are traits that are robustly linked to some certain observable behaviors
which could be considered as ‘good’ as the strength of such traits resides in their
relevance and availability (i.e. RA). On the other hand, there are other traits that could be
treated as ‘good’, as these traits are easier to perceive, and observers could make the
judgements about these traits error free. Therefore, the power of these traits lies in the
detection and utilization ease (Funder, 1995).
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Among four of these accuracy moderators, research shows that studies conducted
with the moderators, namely, ‘good trait’ and/or ‘good information’ are more successful
to identify when judgments of stable characteristics (i.e., personality) were accurate than
studies conducted with the other two accuracy moderators, i.e., ‘good judge’, and ‘good
target’ (Connelly & Ones, 2010). Connelly and Ones (2010) argued that it is more
difficult to identify who is a good judge and/or target than what is a good trait and/or
information. Therefore, considering the consistent results with ‘good trait’ and ‘good
information’ in the literature to make judgement accurately, these two determinants are
referred as ‘consistent accuracy moderators’ (i.e., they are characteristics that influence
how well an observer can accurately rate a trait; Connelly & Ones, 2010).
‘Good traits’ are those traits which are highly visible and low evaluative (less
judged by others) in nature. There are traits that are more observable and/or easily
perceived by others (i.e., high visibility), such as extraversion compared to the traits that
are less observable and/or difficult to perceive by others (i.e., low visibility), such as
neuroticism (Human, Biesanz, & Laura, 2011). Among different traits, there are some
traits, be it positive or negative, have stronger behavioral manifestations compared to
others which may be more internally-focused. As a result, such high visibility makes
these traits easier for others to obtain information about and, therefore, form accurate
impressions (Human et al., 2011).
Additionally, traits that are less evaluative are traits in which the targets do not
care how they will be evaluated by possessing that such traits (i.e., there are not social
norms about desirable levels of the given trait). However, there are many traits where the
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targets tend to manipulate the manifestations of those traits due to higher social
desirability, such as neuroticism. (Connelly & Ones, 2010).
Overall, studies show that trait with high visibility and low evaluativeness have
typically been found as the most accurately observer-rated personality trait (e.g.,
Borkenau & Liebler, 1992; Connolly, Kavanagh, & Viswesvaran, 2007; Kenny, Albright,
Malloy, & Kashy, 1994). Based on the definition of engagement used for this paper, it
can be argued that engagement falls within the scope of being highly visible as it
incorporates behavioral/observable components. For example, being energized, vigorous
at work (i.e. vigor), being enthusiastic, being persistent in the face difficulties at work
(i.e. dedication), being immersed at work (i.e. absorption), etc.
Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, the models and empirical findings indicate that
engaged employees have high levels of energy, often experience positive emotions, they
are happy, joyful, enthusiastic, immersed in their work, and result in positive
organizational outcomes (Saks, 2006; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Schleicher et al.,
2011). Therefore, it could be argued that being engaged at work is expected to be
considered as positive for the organization and less evaluative as employees might
expect/assume appearing engaged is a good thing, not anything threatening or to be
ashamed of. Thus, compared to personality traits, arguably engagement being more
visible and less evaluative in nature, can be expected to be observed and rated more
accurately.
On the other hand, ‘good information’ refers to the environment that possesses
several trait-relevant cues which with the help of observer’s detection and utilization
skills, helps the observer to form near perfect impression of target’s traits. This moderator
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indicates any relevant information that helps to make the judgment accurate.
Furthermore, the degree of accurate judgement varies depending on the context of
acquaintance (i.e., how well does the observer know the person they are rating; Connelly
& Ones, 2010).
According to Connelly and Ones’ (2010) Hierarchical Information Source
Taxonomy of Other-Raters, in case of rating one’s personality by others, family
members, friends can measure personality more accurately than the work colleagues and
supervisors. However, considering the pragmatic (people want to know only those
behavioral aspects which are relevant to him or her in the shared environment) approach
of judgement accuracy (Funder & West, 1993), for the present study, supervisors were
chosen as the observers (i.e., other-raters) who would rate their respective targets' (i.e.,
subordinates) work engagement. In other words, engagement is most relevant to a work
environment – thus, from a pragmatic perspective, supervisors are most interested in how
engaged their employees are within the scope of their shared work environment.
Additionally, according to Starzyk Holden, Fabrigar, and MacDonald (2006), in
order to understand another person’s behaviors well, ‘one must know that person for a
relatively long time and have frequent interactions with that person’ (p. 845). Therefore,
it could be argued that along with the quality of acquaintance, quantity of interaction also
plays a role in judging a person accurately. In terms of engagement, supervisors will have
the most frequent interaction surrounding employees’ work habits compared to other
possible raters (i.e., family or friends).
It is important to note that the dimensions Connelly and Ones (2010) used in their
‘Information Source Taxonomy of Other-Raters’ are based on the dimensions provided
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by Starzyk and colleagues (2006) on Personal Acquaintance Measure. This taxonomy of
information sources typically used in other-rating research, such as, family, spouse/life
partner, supervisor, etc. (Connelly & Ones, 2010). Starzyk et al. (2006) developed and
evaluated Personal Acquaintance Measure (PAM) that encompasses 6 underlying factors
of the measure. The factors are - duration, frequency of interaction, knowledge of goals,
physical intimacy, self-disclosure, and social network familiarity. The process of
development and evaluation of PAM reveled that acquaintance is a multidimensional
construct and those 6 underlying factors are the dimensions of this construct (Starzyk et
al., 2006). According to Connelly and Ones (2010), “these dimensions reflect important
differences in how target-related information is conveyed to other-raters” (p. 1096).
Starzyk and colleagues (2006) argued that the cumulative interactions between the
observer and the individual (i.e. target), should encourage and engage in verbal, physical,
social, and environmental self-disclosures so that the observer could ‘truly’ understand
what person is like.
Thus, it is logical to suggest that even in the era of flexible work schedules,
supervisors as a group are expected to have frequent interactions related to work
performance with their respective subordinates than any other groups, irrespective of
their working schedules. Furthermore, since an employee’s supervisor plays direct role in
evaluating employee’s performance, rewarding and/or expecting employee’s
organizational citizenship behavior (Podsakoff, Whiting & Podsakoff, 2009), supervisors
were chosen as the observers.
Overall, it could be argued that to measure employees’ attitude by using othersrating technique could be possible and effective, too. Being one of the job attitudes which
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is more behavioral and cognitive in nature and characterized by vigor, dedication, and
absorption of the employees, it is expected to be more observable by other-rater than an
employee’s disposition traits. Therefore, if the adapted measure shows similar construct,
content, and criterion-related validity to its self-reported measure, then it could be used to
assess work engagement of the employees which would not only help to avoid issues of
self-reported measure such as common-method bias, faking good/bad, socially desirable
responding etc., but also be beneficial for the identified employees. Specifically, often
times its others’ (in particular, supervisors) making judgments about an employee’s level
of engagement based on the guesses and these guesses then inform critical personnel
decisions such as performance ratings, reward allocation, and promotion decisions. Thus,
this study attempted to explore whether those others’ judgments are as reliable and valid
and could be trusted as indicators of employee engagement.
Therefore, in order to investigate the construct validity of newly adapted measure,
the first hypothesis was formulated.
Hypothesis 1: The scores of observed engagement measure would be positively
related to the scores of self-reported engagement measure.
In order to investigate the content validity of newly adapted measure, the second
hypothesis was formulated.
Hypothesis 2: The items of observed engagement measure would load onto the
same three-dimension factor structure as the self-reported engagement measure.
To evaluate other-ratings, Funder & West (1993) incorporated pragmatic,
constructivist, and realist approaches through ‘consensus’, ‘self-other agreement’, and
‘accuracy’. Researchers argue that the accurate judgments by other-raters (i.e. observers)
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should predict relevant behaviors and outcomes (i.e., criterion-related validity)’ (Funder
& West, 1993; Connelly & Ones, 2010).
Therefore, to explore the criterion-related validity of newly adapted measure, the
third and last hypothesis was formulated.
Hypothesis 3: The observed engagement would predict the self-reported outcome
variables as well as (i.e., explain comparable unique variance as/incremental validity
over) self-reported engagement would predict the self- reported outcome variables.
Notably, as per the guidance provided by Connelly & Ones (2010) in their
validity tests of observer-report personality assessments, in order to capture the
incremental validity of observer-reported engagement over self-reported engagement in
predicting self-reported outcome variables, I decided to assess observer-reported and selfreported engagement together in a single model. This allows for a test of the unique
variances explained by observer-reported as well as self-reported measures as well as a
direct comparison of those unique variances. However, this study also assessed the
measures of engagement separately to determine if there is a potential that one predictor’s
variance explained (e.g., self-report engagement) could consume the variance explained
by another predictor (e.g., observer-report engagement).
As mentioned earlier, studies on engagement showed that engagement has
specific antecedents, correlates, and consequences (Saks, 2006, Bakker & Demerouti,
2008, Schleicher et al., 2011), based on social exchange theory. Job satisfaction and
organizational commitment have been found to be correlates or related attitudes of
engagement (Schleicher et al., 2011). A study conducted by Saks (2006) showed
relationships between job engagement and job satisfaction (r=.26), organizational
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commitment (r=.17), respectively. Additionally, intention to quit and organizational
citizenship behaviors have been found to well-established empirically supported outcome
variables/consequences of engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Saks, 2006;
Schleicher et al., 2011). A study conducted by Saks (2006) showed relationships between
job engagement and intention to quit (r=-.22), and organizational citizenship behavior
directed to organization (r=.20), respectively. The meta-analysis conducted by Schleicher
et al. (2011) revealed a lower, but still significant, negative relationship between
engagement and turnover intention (r=-.13). A study conducted by Shantz, Alfes, and
Latham (2016) also revealed a moderately negative relationship between engagement and
turnover intention (r=-.31, p<.01). Therefore, for this present study, job satisfaction and
organizational commitment were chosen as correlates of engagement. Moreover,
intention to quit and organizational citizenship behavior were selected as the outcome
variables of engagement.
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2. METHODS

The data were collected from two different sets of participants. The first set of
participants (known from here on as subordinate sample) self-rated themselves on work
engagement along with general job satisfaction and organizational commitment as
correlates and intention to quit and organizational citizenship behavior of themselves as
outcome variables.
The second set of participants (known from here on as supervisor sample) were
the respective supervisors of the subordinate sample. Supervisors rated their
subordinate(s) on subordinates’ level of work engagement using observer-reported
method.
Notably, in order to test the proposed hypotheses 1 and 3 through correlation and
regression analysis, and to detect for the possibilities of even small-moderate effect sizes
at p < .05 with a power of .95, at least 110 cases were needed from each sample (based on
G*power power calculations; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Additionally, to
test hypothesis 2 through confirmatory factor analysis, 340 cases (based on the 20:1
sample: parameter ratio recommended by Kline, 2010) were needed, since 17-item
version of UWES had 17 parameters [17 items/parameters reflecting 3 factors – vigor (6
items), dedication (5 items), and absorption (6 items)]. However, Anderson and Gerbing
(1984) note an acceptable minimum sample size (i.e. N=100) for confirmatory factor
analysis. Thus, it was decided to collect 200 self-ratings (90 buffers, as at least 110
ratings were needed to test the first and third hypothesis) from subordinate sample and
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200 other-ratings (90 buffers, as another set of 110 ratings were needed to test the first
and third hypothesis) from supervisor sample for this study.
To collect 200 self-ratings, a total of 422 subordinates were approached via an
IRB approved recruitment email in two rounds. In each round, a reminder email was sent
to the each of the approached subordinates two weeks after the initial email. In round
one, recruitment emails were sent to 200 subordinates where only 28 of them participated
in the study and shared the necessary information through which they could be identified,
and their respective supervisors could be contacted for further data collection for the
present study. In round two, to collect 172 more self-ratings (i.e. 200-28 self-ratings),
recruitment emails were sent to 222 additional subordinates. Of these 222 additional
subordinates, 42 of them participated in the study and shared the necessary information
through which they could be identified, and their respective supervisors could be
contacted for further data collection for the present study.
Therefore, by the end of two rounds, a total 70 of subordinates participated in the
study and shared the necessary information through which they could be identified, and
their respective supervisors could be contacted for further data collection for the present
study. Based on the 70 self-reported surveys provided by the subordinates, their
respective supervisors were approached to participate in the study. Therefore, the
response rate of subordinate sample was 16.59%. Notably, to avoid potential for
coercion, it was decided to first collect data from the subordinates and have subordinates
provide their respective supervisor names. Out of 70, only 32 observer-report surveys
were filled out by the supervisors. Therefore, the statistical analyses were done to test the
proposed hypotheses based on 32 pairs of data (i.e. 32 self-ratings (N1=32) and their
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respective other-ratings (N2=32)). The participation in the present study was voluntary
and no one was approached and requested more than twice (i.e. initial recruitment and
one reminder email) to participate in the study.
Moreover, the nature of the study was confidential. No one had access to the
responses of the participants except the present researchers (i.e. my advisor and I). To
match subordinate to supervisor, this study required identification of both supervisor and
subordinate participants. However, both supervisor and subordinate participants’
responses were de-identified after responses were matched.

2.1. SUBORDINATE SAMPLE – THE SELF-RATERS
Data were collected from 70 full-time employed staff members who had worked
at Missouri S&T for at least 4 months, irrespective of their department, gender, age,
educational qualification and marital status. They were recruited on the basis of staffs’
email list I prepared using the Missouri S&T website.
To incentivize participation in the study, the names of the 70 participants in the
subordinate sample were entered into a raffle and 13 of them were randomly selected
where each of them received an Amazon gift card. For this sample, one participant won a
$50 gift card, two won a $25 gift card, and ten subordinates won a $10 Amazon gift card.
Notably, in the self-report survey, there were 72 items to be answered by subordinates
and a self-rater was expected to get it completed in 12 minutes (approximately). Based on
the average time of the surveys and minimum wage calculations, each survey worth was
found to be one dollar of effort, roughly. As 200 self-ratings were expected to be
collected in the present study, a total of $200 in raffle money was devoted to
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incentivizing the self-raters. The gift cards were distributed to the winners through their
email addresses.
However, it is important to note, since only 32 other-ratings were completed,
those 32 other-ratings were matched with the respective 32 self-ratings. Moreover, the
final dataset kept only 32 self-ratings (N1=32) along with their respective 32 other-ratings
(N2=32) to analyze the proposed hypotheses of the present study. Out of 32 self-raters
(i.e. subordinates), all of them were full-time employed and 29 of them were female
employees. The average tenure of those 32 self-raters at Missouri S&T was 6 years 1
month where on average they were being supervised under their respective supervisors
for 1 year 7 months, and subordinates reported knowing their supervisor a total of 3 years
and 6 months, on average.
2.1.1. Subordinate Sample Measures: Self-report Survey. Through self-report
measures, subordinate participants answered questions on the following constructs: work
engagement, general job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to quit, and
organizational citizenship behavior. This survey is referred to as the self-report survey
hereafter.
2.1.1.1. Measure of work engagement. Engagement of subordinate sample was
measured through 17-item version of Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES)
developed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003). UWES’s 17 items are measured through a 7point frequency-type scale where the response anchors range from (0) “Never” to (6)
“Always/Everyday”. This scale is a self-report measure. It encompasses three
dimensions, namely, vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Sample items of the scale include “At my job, I feel strong and vigorous” (representing
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vigor), “I am enthusiastic about my job” (representing dedication), and “I am immersed
in my work” (representing absorption). The full list of items is available in Appendix A.
No modification was done to this scale. Additionally, in the present study, the overall
Cronbach’s alpha was found to be .90, and the Cronbach’s alphas of the individual
dimensions were .78, .87, and .78 for vigor, dedication, and absorption, respectively.
2.1.1.2. Measure of job satisfaction. General job satisfaction of subordinate
sample was measured through the Job in General (JIG) Scale developed by Brodke,
Sliter, Balzer, Gillespie, Gillespie, Gopalkrishnan, . . . Yankelevich (2009). This scale has
18 items in form of words or phrases which describe one’s job in general. The
subordinate sample participants responded to each of the items by choosing any one of
the response choices, i.e. “Yes”, “No”, or “?/Unsure”. Among 18 items, 8 items are
reverse coded. Sample items of the scale include (in reference to one’s job) “Waste of
time”, “Makes me content”, and “Enjoyable”. A full item list for the 18-item version of
JIG Scale is available in Appendix B. No modification was done to this scale. In the
present study, the reliability score (Cronbach’s α) of this measure was found to be .93.
2.1.1.3. Measure of organizational commitment. Organizational commitment of
subordinate sample was measured through 8-item Affective Commitment Scale (ACS)
developed by Allen and Meyer (1990). ACS has 8 items which are measured through a 7point Likert-type scale where the response anchors range from (1) “Strongly disagree” to
(7) “Strongly agree”. Among 8 items, 4 of the items are reverse coded. Sample items of
the scale include “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this
organization”, “I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own”, and “I do not
feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization” (reverse-coded). A full item list for
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the 8-item of ACS is available in Appendix C. No modification was needed for this scale.
In the present study, the reliability score (Cronbach’s α) of this measure was found to be
.86.
2.1.1.4. Measure of intention to quit. The intention to quit the organization was
measured through 5-item Intention to Quit Scale (IQS) developed by Crossley, Grauer,
Lin, and Stanton (2002). IQS has 5 items which are measured through a 7-point Likerttype scale where the response anchors ranged from (1) “Strongly disagree” to (7)
“Strongly agree”. Among 5 items, 1 item is reverse coded. Sample items of the scale
include “I intend to leave this organization soon”, “I do not plan on leaving this
organization soon” (reverse coded), and “I may leave this organization before too long”.
A full item list for the 5-item of IQS is available in Appendix D. Like previous measures,
no modification was done to this scale. In the present study, the reliability score
(Cronbach’s α) of this measure was found to be .86.
2.1.1.5. Measure of organizational citizenship behavior. Organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) of subordinate sample was measured through Lee and
Allen’s (2002), 7-point frequency type, OCBI and OCBO scales. OCBI Scale measured
organizational citizenship behavior directed to individuals and has 8 items. The OCBO
Scale measured organizational citizenship behavior directed to the organization and has 8
items. Response anchors in the original scales range from (1) “Never” to (7) “Everyday”.
However, in the present study, instead of 7-point frequency-type scales, items in each
scale were measured through a 6-point frequency-type where the response anchors
ranged from (0) “Never” to (5) “Everyday”. Sample items of OCBI scale include “Help
others who have been absent”, and “Go out of the way to make newer employees feel
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welcome in the work group”. Sample items of OBCO include “Attend functions that are
not required but that help the organizational image”, and “Defend the organization when
other employees criticize it”. A full item lists for the 8-item of OCBI and OCBO,
respectively, are available in Appendix E. Moreover, in the present study, the reliability
scores (Cronbach’s alphas) of these scales found to be .79 and .82 for OCBI and OCBO
respectively. Moreover, the correlation between self-reported OCBI and self-reported
OCBO was calculated and a positive, strong, and significant correlation, r(32) = .57, p =
.001, was found. Furthermore, no significant mean difference [t(31) = 1.57, p = .126]
were found between these two scales’ scores. Hence, these two scales mean scores were
averaged to represent the mean score of OCB scale as a whole which incorporated items
of self-reported OCBI and OCBO both together. The reliability (Cronbach’s α) of selfreported OCB was .87 in the present study.
2.1.2. Subordinate Sample Procedure. For subordinate sample, data were
collected through self-report survey. Subordinate sample participants were given
instructions and asked to complete self-report Survey including general demographics,
17-item version of UWES, and measures of the correlate and outcome variables using
self-report format. This survey was confidential and no one but the present researchers
had the access to responses of the participants. The survey was in electronic format where
the survey was delivered via secure Qualtrics links in recruitment and reminder emails.
Participants were aware that participation in this study was voluntary and they might
withdraw at any time. In the recruitment emails, reminder emails and informed consent
statements, it was explicitly mentioned that participation in this study was voluntary and
participants did not need to answer any questions they were uncomfortable answering in
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the survey. It was also clarified that they might withdraw at any time without penalty and
explanation.
Subordinate sample was informed that data would be collected from their
supervisors, but any information collected would have no impact on their standing in the
organization nor would any of the information be used by the organization. It was made
clear that their supervisor would have no knowledge of their self-reported responses.
Additionally, it was also explicitly mentioned that only my advisor and I would have any
knowledge of their responses in this survey and no one else.
Notably, to match subordinate to supervisor, this study required respective
identification of participants. Subordinates were asked to mention their supervisor
name(s) in their respective survey. Matching was done by corroborating the names and
email addresses provided by the participants with the contact information available on
Missouri S&T’s website regarding its employees. It is important to note that the
participants’ responses were de-identified after matching was performed.

2.2. SUPERVISOR SAMPLE – THE OBSERVER-RATERS
Based on the 70 self-reported surveys provided by the subordinates, their
respective supervisors (i.e. supervisor sample) were approached to participate in the
study. In 9 instances, 2 subordinates provided the same supervisor name. Therefore, 70
observer-report surveys links were sent to 61 supervisors where 52 of them received
single link for having single subordinate and 9 of them received double links for having
two subordinates who completed the self-report surveys. Out of 70, only 32 observerreport surveys were filled out by the supervisors, irrespective of the recipients of single
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and double links. It was found that those 32 observer-ratings were collected from 27
supervisors where 22 of them rated only one subordinate who participated in the present
study and the other 5 supervisors rated 2 subordinates each. Therefore, based on 32 otherratings, the response rate was found to be 45.71% for supervisor sample. It is important to
note that the participants’ responses were de-identified after matching was performed.
To incentivize participation in the study, the names of 27 participants in the
supervisor sample were entered into a raffle. Moreover, those 5 participants who rated
two subordinates had their names entered into the raffle twice. Therefore, a total of 32
names were entered into the raffle and 13 of them were randomly selected to receive a
$50, $25 or $10 Amazon gift card. Just like subordinate sample, for this sample as well,
there were one $50, two $25 and ten $10 Amazon gift cards in total. Notably, in the
observer-report survey, there were 46 items to be answered by the supervisors and an
observer-rater was expected to get it completed in 8 minutes (approximately). Based on
the average time of the surveys and minimum wage calculations, each survey worth was
found to be one dollar of effort, roughly. As 200 other-ratings were expected to be
collected in the present study, a total of $200 in raffle money was devoted to
incentivizing the observer-raters. The gift cards were distributed to the winners through
their email addresses.
Out of 27 other-raters (i.e. supervisors), all of them were full-time employed and
21 of them were female employees. The average tenure of those 27 other-raters at
Missouri S&T was 11 years 4 months where on average they reported supervising their
respective subordinate(s) for 1 year 9 months and claimed to know their subordinates for
4 years 1 month, on average. The comparisons between these two samples, i.e.,
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subordinates and their respective supervisors, in terms of number of participants, gender,
type of employment, tenure, supervision (i.e., being supervised and supervising), and
being known to each other are available in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1. Characteristics of the Samples.
Subordinate Sample

Supervisor Sample

No. of Participants

32
(32 Self-ratings)

27
(32 Observer-ratings)

Gender

29 Females

21 Females

Employment Type

Full-time

Full-time

Tenure (On avg.)

6 years 1 month

11 years 4 months

Supervision (On avg.)

1 year 7 months
(Being supervised)

1 year 9 months
(Supervising)

Known to each other (On avg.)

3 years 6 months

4 years 1 month

Here, it is important to mention that out of 32 self-raters, one of them did not
report how long that subordinate had known the supervisor. Therefore, that self-rater had
missing data for that question. However, that rater’s supervisor reported that he/she had
known the subordinate for 15 years. Thus, the supervisor average (i.e. 4 years 1 month)
was brought up by having the supervisor information, and the subordinate average (i.e. 3
years 6 months) was brought down having missing data for what was likely a larger
value. When the missing value was replaced with 14 years and 10 months (i.e. 2-month
time gap between taking the surveys by this subordinate and the respective supervisor
due to design of the present study), the subordinate average for being known to each
other went up to closely match the supervisor average for this question. However, instead
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of assuming value for the missing subordinate data, subordinate’s blank response to that
question was treated as missing value in the final data set. A positive, strong, and
significant correlation, r(32) = .72, p = .001, was found between the samples being
known to each other. Furthermore, no significant mean difference [t(31) = 1.33, p = .192]
were found between these samples in terms of how long they had known each other.
It is also important to point out that since the data collection of self-report surveys
preceded other-report surveys with two rounds of data collection, the procedure created
time gaps of a couple months which could explain the differences in these two samples in
terms of their average time frames of supervision and being known to each other.
2.2.1. Supervisor Sample Measures: Observer-report Survey. Supervisors
assessed their subordinate(s) on his/her work engagement, and organizational citizenship
behaviors as these are the measures that include behaviors most visible to the supervisor.
With regards to the other measures, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
intention to quit would be arguably less visible to the supervisor as these are more affect
and cognitive-based attitudes rather than behavior-based attitudes, particularly intention
to quit (Schleicher et al., 2011).
Additionally, past research on other-ratings showed that ratings of others can be
influenced if the target/observee/ratee shares similar attitudinal, biographical, and/or
racial characteristics (Baskett, 1973; Griffitt & Jackson, 1970; Peters & Terborg, 1975;
Rand & Wexley, 1975; Lin, Dobbins, & Fahr, 1992; Sears & Rowe, 2003). This
phenomenon is known as similar-to-me effect/bias. Therefore, to account for possible
variance in outcomes due to similar-to-me effect, a measure of similar-to-me was
included in the observer-report survey as a control measure.
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Moreover, apart from similar-to-me effect/bias, the amount of closeness between
the observer raters and ratees was also anticipated to produce potential variance in the
outcomes due to friendship bias (where the friendship between the rater and ratee is
expected to cause a bias in the rating process, Love, 1981). Considering plausibility of
existence of friendship between supervisors and their subordinates, a measure of
closeness was also included in the observer-report survey as another control measure to
capture variance explained by friendship bias, if any.
2.2.1.1. Measure of work engagement. In case of supervisors, their observations
of their respective subordinates’ work engagement were assessed through adapted 17item version of observer-report Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES), originally
developed by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003). Like the original, the adapted measure also
encompasses three dimensions, namely, vigor, dedication, and absorption. The items of
the adapted UWES are measured through a 7-point frequency-type scale where the
response anchors range from (0) “Never” to (6) “Always/Everyday”. Sample items of the
adapted scale include “At his/her job, the employee appears strong and vigorous”
(representing vigor), “He/She is enthusiastic about his/her job” (representing dedication),
and “He/She in immersed in his/her work” (representing absorption). A full item list for
the 17-item version of adapted UWES is available in Appendix F. The adapted scale’s
Cronbach’s α in the present study was .95. Furthermore, the reliability scores
(Cronbach’s alphas) of its 3 dimensions, namely, vigor, dedication, and absorption were
.92, .84, and .87, respectively.
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2.2.1.2. Measure of organizational citizenship behavior. Organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) of subordinates was measured through Lee and Allen’s
(2002) adapted OCBI and OCBO scales. The adapted OCBI Scale measures
organizational citizenship behavior directed to individuals and has 8 items. On the other
hand, the adapted OCBI Scale measures organizational citizenship behavior directed to
the organization and has 8 items. The items in each scale were measured through a 6point frequency-type scale where the response anchors ranged from (0) “Never” (0) to (5)
“Everyday”. OCBI and OCBO scales are self-report measures. However, the adapted
OCBI and OCBO are observer-report measures.
Sample items of adapted OCBI scale include “Helps others who have been
absent”, and “Goes out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work
group”. Sample items of adapted OBCO include “Attends functions that are not required
but that help the organizational image”, and “Defends the organization when other
employees criticize it”. A full item lists of adapted 8-item of OCBI and OCBO,
respectively, are available in Appendix G. The Cronbach’s alphas of these scales were
.87 and .94 for observer-reported OCBI and observer-reported OCBO, respectively, in
the present study. Moreover, the correlation between observer-reported OCBI and
observer-reported OCBO was calculated and a positive, strong, and significant
correlation, r(32) = .69, p < .001, was found. Furthermore, no significant mean difference
[t(31) = 1.62, p = .115] were found between these two scales’ scores. Hence, these two
scales mean scores were averaged to represent the mean score of OCB scale as a whole
which incorporated items of observer-reported OCBI and OCBO both together.
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Moreover, the reliability (Cronbach’s α) of observer-reported OCB was .94 in the present
study.
2.2.1.3. Measure of closeness. Supervisors’ closeness to their respective
subordinate(s) was measured through a 1-item control measure, i.e. “I would consider my
subordinate a good friend at work”. This measure was created for the purposes of this
study. It was a 5-point Likert-type scale where the response anchors ranged from
“Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. The item of this measure is available in
Appendix H.
2.2.1.4. Measure of similar to me. The similarity between the supervisors and
their respective subordinates was measured through a 1-item control measure, i.e., “How
much like you in outlook, perspective, values, and work habits is your subordinate?”.
This measure was developed by Turban & Jones, 1998. The response anchors ranged
from “Not at all similar” to “Very similar”. The item of this measure is available in
Appendix I.
2.2.2. Supervisor Sample Procedure. In order to answer the primary RQ of the
present study i.e. whether the observed engagement measure would be as valid as selfreported engagement measure, data were collected from supervisor sample through
Observer-report Survey using observer-report method. Therefore, supervisor sample
participants were given instructions and asked to complete Observer-Report Survey
which included general demographics, the adapted 17-item version of UWES, and the
subordinate OCB measure. This survey was confidential and only my advisor and I had
access to participant responses. The survey was also in electronic format and was
delivered via secure Qualtrics links in emails. In this survey, the supervisors (supervisor
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sample), using observer-report method, rated their respective subordinate(s) (subordinate
sample) on their respective engagement and OCBs. Moreover, the name of the respective
subordinates who were to be rated by the supervisors were embedded in the observerreport survey via Qualtrics.
Participants were aware that participation in this study was voluntary and they
might withdraw at any time. In the recruitment email, reminder email, and informed
consent statements, it was explicitly mentioned that participation was voluntary, and
participants did not need to answer any questions they were uncomfortable answering in
the survey. It was also clarified that they might withdraw at any time without penalty and
explanation. Supervisors were contacted through email to participate in the survey. It is
important to note that the supervisor sample was informed that any information collected
would have no impact on their standing in the organization nor would any of the
information be used by the organization. Additionally, it was made clear that subordinate
would have no knowledge of their observer-reported responses.
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3. DATA ANALYSES

After collecting data from both the samples (i.e. subordinate and supervisor
samples), to test the proposed hypotheses, the data were statistically analyzed. To test
whether the observed engagement would be as valid as self-reported engagement
measure, the construct, content, and criterion-related validities of the adapted engagement
measure were attempted to test in spite of having extremely low sample sizes (i.e. 32 selfratings and 32 other-ratings).
To analyze the first hypothesis (i.e. the scores of observed engagement measure
would be positively related to the scores of self-reported engagement measure)
statistically, a Pearson’s r correlation was calculated to see whether the scores of
observed engagement measure are significantly and positively related to the scores of
self-reported engagement measure. Although, to detect small-moderate effect sizes at p <
.05 with a power of .95, at least 110 cases were needed from each sample (based on
G*power power calculations; Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). However, as
mentioned above, data could be collected from only 32 pairs (i.e. 32 self-ratings and 32
respective observer-ratings) for the present study. Post-hoc power analyses indicated that
to detect significance of at least a small effect size (r ≥ .10, p < .05), the power for the
sample size obtained was 8%; to detect significance of at least a moderate effect size (r ≥
.30, p < .05), the power for the sample size obtained was 39%; and finally to detect
significance of at least a strong effect size (r ≥ .50, p < .05), the power for the sample size
obtained was 85%.
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To analyze the second hypothesis (i.e. the items of observed engagement measure
would load onto the specific factors the same as the items load onto the three dimensions
of self-reported engagement measure) statistically, a confirmatory factor analysis was
supposed to be used. However, considering the extreme small number of data (N1=32,
N2=32), exploratory factor analysis was performed instead to at least explore the loading
patterns of the items in the adapted measurement scale i.e. observer-reported UWES.
Although, it was recognized that even for an exploratory factor analysis, this sample size
is small, and any interpretations of these analyses should be considered in light of the
limitations.
Finally, to analyze the third hypothesis [i.e., the observed engagement would
predict the self-reported outcome variables as well as (i.e., explain comparable unique
variance as/incremental validity over) self-reported engagement would predict the selfreported outcome variables] statistically, multiple regression analyses were administered
to check whether the observed engagement would predict the self-reported outcomes as
well as self-reported engagement would predict them. However, as mentioned above,
data could be collected from only 32 pairs, thus any interpretations of the multiple
regression analyses below should be taken with extreme caution. Post-hoc power
analyses (using g*power) indicated that to detect significance of a small effect size of a
model variance explained (f2 ≥ .08, p < .05), the power for the sample size obtained was
8% - 9% (depending on number of predictors in the model, e.g., controls included and not
included); to detect significance of a strong effect size of model variance explained (f2 ≥
.35, p < .05), the power for the sample size obtained was 69% - 82% (again depending on
number of predictors in the model) (Note: f2 = R2/(1-R2); Cohen, 1988).
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4. RESULTS

Before testing the proposed hypotheses, distribution of the data was checked
statistically. Additionally, the descriptive statistics of self-reported engagement, selfreported JIG, self-reported AC, self-reported IQ, and self-reported OCB are available in
Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. The Descriptive Statistics of Self-reported Engagement, Self-reported JIG,
Self-reported AC, Self-reported IQ, and Self-reported OCB.
M
SD
Self-reported Engagement
4.09
.89
Self-reported JIG
2.61
.59
Self-reported AC
4.82
1.31
Self-reported IQ
2.43
1.54
Self-reported OCB
2.71
.86
Note. N1=32. JIG – Job in General, AC – Affective Commitment, IQ – Intention to Quit,
OCB – Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

On average, subordinates reported that they often/once a week engaged in
feeling(s), thought(s) and/or behavior(s) which could be characterized by vigor,
dedication, and/or absorption (i.e. self-reported engagement). On average, they agreed
with positive characteristics of job in general and disagreed with negative characteristics
to describe their job in general (i.e. self-reported JIG). Moreover, they neither agreed nor
disagreed to express their affective commitment (i.e. self-reported AC) towards
organization, on average.
However, this neither/nor agreement inclined toward slight agreement to express
their affective commitment towards Missouri S&T. On average, subordinates disagreed
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with intention to quit ideations (i.e. self-reported IQ). Furthermore, on average, they
indicated that they engaged in organizational citizenship behaviors (i.e. self-reported
OCB) a few times a month.
Moreover, the normality of these constructs was also checked in terms of
skewness, kurtosis, and histograms. Self-reported engagement scores and self-reported
OCB scores were found to be normally distributed in terms of skewness (z = -.58, SES =
.41; z = -.99, SES = .41) and kurtosis (z = -.99, SEK = .81; z = -.99, SEK = .81),
respectively. In case of self-reported JIG scores, the distribution was found to be
negatively skewed (z = -5.37, SES = .41) and leptokurtic (z = 5.82, SEK = .81). The
distributions of self-reported AC scores and self-reported IQ scores, in terms of
skewness, were found to be negatively skewed (z = -2.22, SES = .41) and positively
skewed (z = 2.97, SES = .41), respectively.
However, in term of kurtosis, the distributions of self-reported AC and selfreported IQ were found to be normally distributed (z = -.68, SEK = .81; z = 1.30, SEK =
.81), respectively. The histograms of self-reported engagement, self-reported JIG, selfreported AC, self-reported IQ, and self-reported OCB scores are available in Figures 4.1.
to 4.5.
In spite of having (arguably minor to moderate) issues with the normality of selfreported variables, it was decided to move forward with the proposed analyses leaving
the data as they were, as the proposed analyses (i.e., correlation, factor analyses, and
regression analyses) are generally considered robust enough to handle minor to moderate
issues with normality. Therefore, no data transformations took place.
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Figure 4.1.The Histogram for Self-reported Engagement.

Figure 4.2. The Histogram for Self-reported Job in General.
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Figure 4.3. The Histogram for Self-reported Affective Commitment.

Figure 4.4. The Histogram for Self-reported Intention to Quit.
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Figure 4.5. The Histogram for Self-reported Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

Furthermore, the descriptive statistics of observer-reported engagement, observerreported OCB, closeness, and similar-to-me are available in Table 4.2. On average,
supervisors reported that their respective subordinate(s) often/once a week engaged in
feeling(s), thought(s) and/or behavior(s) at work which could be characterized by vigor,
dedication, and/or absorption (i.e. observer-reported engagement). Moreover, on average,
they reported that their subordinate(s) engaged in organizational citizenship behaviors
(i.e. observer-reported OCB) once a week. On average, they neither agreed nor disagreed
that they would consider their subordinate(s) as good friend(s) at work (i.e. closeness).
However, this neither/nor agreement was inclined towards the agreement (Mdn=4).
Moreover, supervisors, on average, neither agreed nor disagreed to express the extent
their subordinate(s) are like them in terms of outlook, perspective, values, and work
habits (i.e. similar-to-me). This neither/nor agreement was also inclined towards
agreement (Mdn=4).
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Table 4.2. The Descriptive Statistics of Observer-reported Engagement, Observerreported OCB, Closeness, and Similar-to-me.

Observer-reported Engagement
Observer-reported OCB
Closeness
Similar-to-me

M
4.41
3.28
3.88
3.66

SD
.96
.00
.91
.79

Note. N2=32. OCB – Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

Moreover, the normality of observer-reported engagement, observer-reported
OCB, closeness, and similar-to-me were also checked in terms of skewness, kurtosis, and
histograms. For observer-reported engagement and closeness scores, the distributions
were found to be negatively skewed (z = -3.25, SES = .41; z = -2.71, SES = .41) and
leptokurtic (z = 3.43, SEK = .81; z = 2.73, SEK = .81), respectively.
However, observer-reported OCB scores were found to be normally distributed in
terms of skewness (z = -.78, SES = .41) and kurtosis (z = -1.08, SEK = .81), respectively.
Lastly, the distribution of similar-to-me scores, was found to be negatively skewed (z = 2.36, SES = .41) in terms of skewness and normally distributed in terms of kurtosis (z =
.67, SEK = .81). The histograms of observer-reported engagement, observer-reported
OCB, closeness, and similar-to-me scores are available in Figures 4.6. to 4.9.
Here also in spite of having issues with normality (again, arguably minor to
moderate) of observer-reported data, it was again decided to move forward with the
proposed analyses leaving the data as they were (i.e., without implementing data
transformations). Again, this was decided because the proposed analyses are generally
considered robust enough to handle minor to moderate issues with normality.
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Figure 4.6. The Histogram for Observer-reported Engagement.

Figure 4.7. The Histogram for Observer-reported Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

48

Figure 4.8. The Histogram for Closeness.

Figure 4.9. The Histogram for Similar-to-me.

Person’s correlation was administered to explore the relationships between
constructs - self-reported engagement, self-reported JIG, self-reported AC, self-reported
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IQ, self-reported OCB, observer-reported engagement, observer-reported OCB,
closeness, and similar-to-me. The bivariate correlations among the constructs are
available in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3. The Bivariate Correlations among Self-reported engagement, Self-reported
JIG, Self-reported AC, Self-reported IQ, Self-reported OCB, Observer-reported
engagement, Observer-reported OCB, Closeness, and Similar-to-me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1. Self-reported
Engagement
2. Self-reported JIG
.65**
3. Self-reported AC
.63** .72**
4. Self-reported IQ
-.44* -.63** -.67**
5. Self-reported OCB .48*
.13
.32
.08
6. Observer-reported
.11
.12
.18
-.29
-.01
Engagement
7. Observer-reported
.02
.15
.21
-.12
.07 .66**
OCB
8. Closeness
-.28
-.16 -.15
.15
-.19 .00
.30
9. Similar-to-me
.13
.16
.30
-.11
.05 .57** .47** .06
Note. N1=32, N2=32. *p≤.01, **p<.001. JIG – Job in General, AC – Affective
Commitment, IQ – Intention to Quit, OCB – Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

The Pearson’s correlations showed that self-reported engagement was strongly,
positively, and significantly related to self-reported JIG (r(30) = .65, p < .001) and selfreported AC (r(30) = .63, p < .001). Moreover, it was moderately, positively, and
significantly related to self-reported OCB (r(30) = .48, p = .006). In the case of selfreported IQ, the relationship was moderately, significantly, and negatively related (r(30)
= -.44, p = .01) to self-reported engagement.
Furthermore, in the case of observer-reported engagement, this construct was
found to be strongly, positively, and significantly correlated with observer-reported OCB
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(r(30) = .65, p < .001) and similar-to-me (r(30) = .65, p < .001). However, no relationship
was found between observer-reported engagement and closeness (r(30) = .00, p = .99).
Notably and most importantly with respect to study hypotheses, no significant
relationships were found between observer-reported engagement and self-reported
constructs, such as - self-reported engagement (r(30) = .11, p = .53 – the formal test of
hypothesis 1), self-reported JIG (r(30) = .12, p = .53), self-reported AC (r(30) = .18, p =
.32), self-reported IQ (r(30) = -.29, p = .11), self-reported OCB (r(30) = -.01, p = .96),
respectively.
Thus, as observer-reported engagement was positively but not significantly
related to self-reported engagement, hypothesis 1 (i.e. the scores of observed engagement
measure would be positively related to the scores of self-reported engagement measure)
was not supported. However, it is important to note that considering the final sample
sizes, since this study had only 8%-9% power to detect a small effect size, in order to
obtain a significant moderate effect size, much more power was needed (39% to be
exact).
Notably in the original scale, 3 dimensions of the self-reported engagement
measure were empirically supported (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). However, since the
loading patterns (i.e. content) of the observer- and self-reported engagement measures
have not been confirmed up to this point, the total scores of the adapted (i.e. observerreport) and self-reported engagement scales were used to explore the correlation between
them in order to determine the overall construct validity of engagement. Moreover, the
authors of the measure documented robust fit indices based on three dimensions (i.e. 17item 3-factor UWES - vigor (α=.83), dedication (α=.92), and absorption (α=.82); χ2 (df
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= 116, N = 2313) = 2637.97, p > .05, CFI = .91, and NNFI = .89; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004) and one dimension - by combining the dimensions into one overall measure (i.e.,
17-item 1-factor UWES (α=.93); χ2 (df = 119, N = 2313) = 3554.65, p > .05, CFI = .87,
and NNFI = .85; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
To analyze the second hypothesis (i.e. the items of observed engagement measure
would load onto the same specific factors as the items load onto the three dimensions of
self-reported engagement measure) statistically, an exploratory factor analysis was
administered to determine the number of factor(s) of the present adapted scale (observer-

Eigenvalues of Principal Components
and Factor Analysis

reported engagement scale). First, a scree plot was generated (available in Figure 4.10.).
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Factor/Component Number
Figure 4.10. Parallel Analysis Scree Plots of Observer-reported Engagement Measure.

Parallel analysis suggested that the number of factors for the observedengagement measure was 1. From the scree plots, only the ‘FA Actual Data’ were
considered where the resulting number of factor extracted was 1. Therefore, factor
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analysis was done with 1 factor (nfactor=1). The threshold value was set to be at .30,
indicating the moderate level of correlation in most of the fields of social sciences.

Table 4.4. Standardized Loadings (Pattern Matrix) Based upon Correlation Matrix with 1
Factor

He/she is immersed in his/her work
He/she is enthusiastic about his/her job
He/she can continue working for very long
periods at a time
At work, he/she seems to work vigorously
When he/she comes to work in the morning,
he/she seems ready to work
He/she seems happy when he/she is working
intensely
His/her job inspires him/her
He/she is proud of the work that he/she does
At work, he/she seems bursting with energy
At work, he/she is very resilient
Time seems to fly for him/her when he/she is
working
At work, he/she always perseveres, even
when things do not go well
He/she seems to find the work full of meaning
and purpose
It is difficult for him/her to detach
himself/herself from work
When working, he/she seems to forget
everything else around him/her
He/she gets carried away when he/she is
working
To him/her, this job is challenging

Item No. MR1
11
.90
5
.89

h2
u2
com
0.81 0.19
1
0.80 0.2
1

12

.86

0.74

0.26

1

4

.85

0.73

0.27

1

8

.82

0.68

0.32

1

9

.81

0.66

0.34

1

7
10
1
15

.80
.79
.79
.77

0.64
0.63
0.62
0.59

0.36
0.37
0.38
0.41

1
1
1
1

3

.77

0.59

0.41

1

17

.76

0.57

0.43

1

2

.73

0.54

0.46

1

16

.65

0.43

0.57

1

6

.64

0.41

0.59

1

14

.61

0.37

0.63

1

13

.37

0.14

0.86

1

Standardized loadings (Pattern Matrix) based upon correlation matrix with 1
factor are available in Table 4.4. The exploratory factor analyses with 1 factor
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(nfactor=1) revealed that being positive in direction and ranging from strong (.90) to
moderate (.37) in magnitudes, all the items were found to be the positive and strong to
moderate indicators of factor 1 (MR1). In case of items 11, 5, 12, 4, 8, 9, 7, 10, 1, 15, 3,
17, 2, 16, 6, and 14, they found to be the positive and strong indicators of factor 1 (MR1).
Moreover, item 13 (i.e. ‘To him/her, this job is challenging’, representing dimension -

Eigenvalues of Principal Components
and Factor Analysis

dedication) was found to be the weakest indicator of factor 1 (MR1).
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Factor/Component Number

15

Figure 4.11. Parallel Analysis Scree Plots of Self-reported Engagement Measure.

To compare this analysis, an exploratory factor analysis was also conducted on
self-reported UWES (i.e. self-reported engagement scale). Hypothesis 2 claimed that ‘the
items of observed engagement measure would load onto the specific factors as same as
the items load onto the three dimensions of self-reported engagement measure’. To
maintain the parity, exploratory factor analysis was run using only the 32-paired
subordinates, despite knowing the fact that this sample size was extremely low to
administer any factor analyses.
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Here also, first, a scree plot was generated (available in Figure 4.11.). Parallel
analysis suggested that the number of factors for the self-reported engagement measure
was 3. Considering empirically established 3-dimensional nature of original scale (i.e.,
self-reported UWES), here also factor analysis was done with 3 factors (nfactor=3).

Table 4.5. Standardized Loadings (Pattern Matrix) Based upon Correlation Matrix with 3
Factors.
Item
No.
I can continue working for very
long periods at a time
I feel happy when I am working
intensely
At my work, I feel bursting with
energy
I am immersed in my work
Time flies when I'm working
When I get up in the morning, I
feel like going to work
I am proud on the work that I do
At my job, I feel strong and
vigorous
I get carried away when I’m
working
I am enthusiastic about my job
I find the work that I do full of
meaning and purpose
My job inspires me
To me, my job is challenging
When I am working, I forget
everything else around me
At my job, I am very resilient,
mentally
At my work I always persevere,
even when things do not go well
It is difficult to detach myself
from my job

MR1 MR2 MR3

h2

u2

Com

12

.89

-.22

-.19

0.63 0.37

1.2

9

.81

-.08

.05

0.62 0.38

1

1

.8

-.02

.11

0.67 0.33

1

11
3

.79
.76

-.13
.06

-.19
.14

0.53 0.47
0.7 0.3

1.2
1.1

8

.63

.09

.28

0.63 0.37

1.4

10

.52

.17

.23

0.52 0.48

1.6

4

.51

.15

.41

0.65 0.35

2.1

14

.46

.00

-.03

0.2

5

-.14

.88

.26

0.83 0.17

1.2

2

.02

.84

.10

0.78 0.22

1

7
13

.19
-.28

.80
.69

.06
.04

0.87 0.13
0.36 0.64

1.1
1.3

6

.12

.43

-.20

0.24 0.76

1.6

15

.10

.01

.79

0.68 0.32

1

17

-.06

.06

.62

0.39 0.61

1

16

.33

.52

-.54

0.64 0.36

2.6

0.8

1
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Standardized loadings (Pattern Matrix) based upon correlation matrix with 3
factors are available in Table 4.5. The exploratory factor analyses with 3 factors
(nfactor=3) revealed that being positive in direction and ranging from strong (.89) to
moderate (.46) in magnitudes, items 12, 9, 1, 11, 3, 8, 10, 4, and 14 were found to be the
positive and strong to moderate indicators of factor 1 (MR1). In case of items 5, 2, 7, 13,
and 6, being positive in direction and ranging from strong (.88) to moderate (.43) in
magnitudes, they were found to be the positive and strong to moderate indicators of
factor 2 (MR2). In case of items 15 and 17, being positive in direction and strong (.79 and
.62) in magnitudes, they were found to be the positive and strong indicators of factor 3
(MR3).
The loading patterns from this factor analysis were neither similar with the
loading patterns of adapted self-reported (observer-report) UWES nor with the original
scale by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003). Notably, considering the extreme low sample size,
an explanation of this erratic clustering of items into 3 factors was not attempted.
Therefore, as a result, hypothesis 2 was also not supported in the present study.
Finally, to analyze the third hypothesis [i.e., The observed engagement would
predict the self-reported outcome variables as well as (i.e., explain comparable unique
variance as/incremental validity over) self-reported engagement would predict the selfreported outcome variables] statistically, multiple regression analyses were administered
to check whether the observed engagement would predict the self-reported outcome
variables as well as self-reported engagement would predict them.
Sequential multiple regression analyses were done for each of the outcome
variables (i.e. self-reported IQ and self-reported OCB) in 2 models. Apart from adding
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self-reported engagement measure as another predictor variable along with the observerreported engagement measure in the first model (to explore the comparable unique
variances/incremental validity in predicting self-reported outcome variables), it was also
important to note whether the model changed based on adding in the control measures
(i.e. closeness and similar-to-me) as predictors in the second model (following best
practices from Becker, 2005). In other words, the aim was to explore whether the effects
of the hypothesized predictors still held even after accounting for the variance accounted
for by the control variables.
The results of multiple regression analysis for self-reported IQ are available in
Tables 4.6. and 4.7. The results showed that self-reported engagement was found to be
negatively and significantly correlated (r(30) = -.44, p = .006) with self-reported IQ.
However, observer-reported engagement was not significantly related to self-reported IQ
(r(30) = -.29, p = .06). Moreover, in case of control measures – closeness (r(30) = .15, p
= .21) and similar-to-me (r(30) = -.11, p = .27), none of them found to be significantly
correlated with self-reported IQ.

Table 4.6. Descriptive Statistics for Self-reported IQ, Observer-reported Engagement,
Self-reported Engagement, Closeness, Similar-to-me and Bivariate Correlations Among
the Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1
2
1. Self-reported IQ
2.43 1.54
2. Observer-reported Engagement 4.41 .96
-.29
3. Self-reported Engagement
4.09 .89
-.44*
.11
4. Closeness
3.88 .91
.15
.00
5. Similar-to-me
3.66 .79
-.11 .57**
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .01, **p < .001. IQ – Intention to Quit.

3

4

-.28
.13

-.06
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In model 1, the Sequential Multiple Regression analysis revealed that observerreported engagement (β = -.24, t(29) = -1.48, p = .15) did not significantly predict selfreported IQ. However, self-reported engagement (β = -.41, t(29) = -2.55, p = .02) was a
significant predictor of self-reported IQ. In model 2, the analysis showed that neither
observer-reported engagement (β = -.31, t(27) = -1.53, p = .14), nor any control measures
– closeness (β = -.04, t(27) = .25, p = .80), or similar-to-me (β = .12, t(27) = .60, p = .55),
were able to predict self-reported IQ significantly. However, in this model as well, selfreported engagement (β = -.41, t(27) = -2.34, p = .03) was able to predict self-reported IQ
significantly.

Table 4.7. Summary of Sequential Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Self-reported
IQ by Observer-reported Engagement, Self-reported Engagement, Closeness, and
Similar-to-me Measures.
Model 1
B
SE
β
7.03 1.54
-.38 .26
-.24

sr2

Model 2
B
SE
β
6.33 2.23
-.50 .32
-.31

sr2

Constant
Observer-reported
Engagement
.06
.064
Self-reported Engagement -.71 .28 -.41* .17 -.70 .30 -.41* .150
Closeness
.07 .29
.04
.001
Similar-to-me
.24 .40
.12
.009
2
2
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .05. Model 1 R =.25, R adj=.20, F(2, 29)=4.83, p=.01.
Model 2 R2=.26, R2adj=.15, F(4,27)=2.38, p=.08, R2change=.01, Fchange(2,27)=.21, p=.81.

Furthermore, in model 1, it was found that observer-reported engagement and selfreported engagement were significantly able to explain the variance in self-reported IQ,

R2=.25, F(2, 29)=4.83, p=.01. The value of R2 indicated that observer-reported
engagement and self-reported engagement explained 25% (20% adjusted) of the variance

in self-reported IQ. Out of 25%, 17% of unique variance in self-reported IQ was
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explained by self-reported engagement alone and rest 6% of unique variance was
explained by observer-reported engagement in self-reported IQ.
On the other hand, in model 2, observer-reported engagement, self-reported
engagement and control measures – closeness and similar-to me were not significantly able

to explain the variance in self-reported IQ, R2=.26, F(4,27)=2.38, p=.08. The value of R2
indicated that observer-reported engagement, self-reported engagement, closeness, and
similar-to-me measure explained 26% (15% adjusted) of the variance in self-reported IQ.

Here out of 26%, 15% of unique variance in self-reported IQ was again explained by selfreported engagement alone, and 6% of unique variance was explained by observer-reported
engagement in self-reported IQ. Moreover, closeness and similar-to-me measures only

could explain .1% and .9% of unique variances in self-reported IQ, respectively. In other
words, the addition of control measures in the model only contributed to additional 1% of
unique variances in self-reported IQ together where the change was not found to be
significant, R2change=.01, Fchange(2,27)=.21, p=.81.
Therefore, to summarize the result from this sequential regression analysis it
could be said that only self-reported engagement could predict the self-reported IQ
significantly in both the models. However, in case of observer-reported engagement, it
failed to predict the self-reported IQ significantly in both the models. Furthermore, the
addition of the control measures in the model did not contribute to any significant
increase/change in the model, or impact the effects of the predictors on the outcome
variable.
As mentioned earlier, sequential multiple regression analysis was also
administered to explore whether observer-reported engagement could predict self-
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reported OCB as well as self-reported engagement could predict it through 2 models. The
results of multiple regression analysis for self-reported OCB are available in Tables 4.8.
and 4.9.

Table 4.8. Descriptive Statistics for Self-reported OCB, Observer-reported Engagement,
Self-reported Engagement, Closeness, Similar-to-me and Bivariate Correlations Among
the Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1
2
3
4
1. Self-reported OCB
2.71
.86
2. Observer-reported Engagement 4.41
.96
-.01
3. Self-reported Engagement
4.09
.89
.48*
.11
4. Closeness
3.88
.91
-.19
.00
-.28
5. Similar-to-me
3.66
.79
.05
.57**
.13
-.06
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .01, **p < .001. OCB – Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

Table 4.9. Summary of Sequential Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Self-reported
OCB by Observer-reported Engagement, Self-reported Engagement, Closeness, and
Similar-to-me Measures.
Model 1
B
SE
β
1.05 .87

sr

2

B
1.27

Model 2
SE
β
1.26

sr2

Constant
Observer-reported
-.06 .15
-.06 .004 -.07
.18 -.08
.004
Engagement
Self-reported Engagement .47 .16 .49*
.23
.45
.17 .47* .198
Closeness
-.05
.17 -.06
.002
Similar-to-me
.03
.22
.03
.000
2
2
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p ≤ .01. Model 1 R =.23, R adj=.18, F(2, 29)=4.40, p=.02.
Model 2 R2=.24, R2adj=.12, F(4,27)=2.09, p=.11, R2change=.004, Fchange(2,27)=.06, p=.94.

The results showed that self-reported OCB was not significantly related to
observer-reported engagement (r(30) = -.01 p = .48). However, in case of self-reported
engagement, it was found to be positively, moderately, and significantly correlated (r(30)
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= .48, p = .003). Furthermore, in case of control measure – closeness was not
significantly correlated with self-reported OCB (r(30) = -.19, p = .15). Also, no
significant correlation was found with the similar-to-me measure (r(30) = .05, p = .40).
In model 1, the Sequential Multiple Regression analysis revealed that observerreported engagement (β = -.06, t(29) = -.40, p = .69) was not a significant predictor of
self-reported OCB. However, self-reported engagement (β = .49, t(29) = 2.97, p = .006)
was able to predict self-reported OCB significantly. In model 2, the analysis showed that
neither observer-reported engagement (β = -.08, t(27) = -.38, p = .70), nor any control
measures – closeness (β = -.06, t(27) = -.32, p = .75), or similar-to-me (β = .03, t(27) =
.14, p = .89), were able to predict self-reported OCB significantly. However, in this
model as well, self-reported engagement (β = .47, t(27) = 2.65, p = .01) was able to
predict self-reported OCB significantly.
Furthermore, in model 1, it was found that observer-reported engagement and selfreported engagement were significantly able to explain the variance in self-reported OCB,

R2=.23, F(2, 29)=4.40, p=.02. The value of R2 indicated that observer-reported
engagement and self-reported engagement explained 23% (18% adjusted) of the variance

in self-reported OCB. Out of 23%, 23% of unique variance in self-reported OCB was
found to be explained by self-reported engagement alone and .4% of unique variance was
explained by observer-reported engagement in self-reported OCB.

On the other hand, in model 2, observer-reported engagement, self-reported
engagement and control measures – closeness and similar-to me were not significantly able

to explain the variance in self-reported OCB, R2=.24, F(4,27)=2.09, p=.11. The value of
R2 indicated that observer-reported engagement, self-reported engagement, closeness, and
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similar-to-me measure explained 24% (12% adjusted) of the variance in self-reported

OCB. Here, 19% of unique variance in self-reported OCB was again explained by selfreported engagement alone. Moreover, .4%, .2% and 0% of unique variances were explained
by observer-reported engagement, closeness and similar-to-me measures in self-reported

OCB, respectively. In other words, the addition of control measures in the model only
contributed an additional .4% of unique variances in self-reported OCB together where
the change was not found to be significant, R2change=.004, Fchange(2,27)=.06, p=.94.
Therefore, to summarize the result from this sequential regression analysis it
could be said that only self-reported engagement could predict the self-reported OCB
significantly in both the models, just like other outcome variable – self-reported IQ. Here
also, observer-reported engagement was unable to predict the self-reported OCB
significantly in both the models. Furthermore, the addition of the control measures in the
model did not contribute to any significant increase/change in the model. Overall, these
results suggest, unlike self-reported engagement, observer-reported engagement was not
able to predict any of the self-reported outcome variables (self-reported IQ, and selfreported OCB) significantly. Hence, hypothesis 3 was also not supported in the present

study.
Furthermore, to investigate whether observer-reported engagement ratings could
alone predict these self-reported outcome variables (i.e. self-reported IQ and self-reported
OCB), instead of predicting the outcome variables above and beyond self-ratings,
sequential multiple regression analyses were done for each of the outcome variables (i.e.
self-reported IQ and self-reported OCB) in 2 models. In the first model, only observer-
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reported engagement measure was added as the predictor variable. Moreover, control
measures (i.e. closeness and similar-to-me) were added as predictors in the second model.
The results of multiple regression analysis for self-reported IQ are available in
Tables 4.10. and 4.11. As noted earlier, the observer-reported engagement was not
significantly related to self-reported IQ (r(30) = -.29, p = .06). Moreover, in case of
control measures – closeness (r(30) = .15, p = .21) and similar-to-me (r(30) = -.11, p =
.27), none of them found to be significantly correlated with self-reported IQ.

Table 4.10. Descriptive Statistics for Self-reported IQ, Observer-reported Engagement,
Self-reported Engagement, Closeness, Similar-to-me and Bivariate Correlations Among
the Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1. Self-reported IQ
2.43
1.54
2. Observer-reported Engagement
4.41
.96
3. Closeness
3.88
.91
4. Similar-to-me
3.66
.79
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .001. IQ – Intention to Quit.

1

2

3

-.29
.15
-.11

.00
.57*

-.06

Table 4.11. Summary of Sequential Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Selfreported IQ by Observer-reported Engagement, Closeness, and Similar-to-me Measures.
Model 1
Model 2
2
B
SE
β
sr
B
SE
β
sr2
Constant
4.45 1.26
3.13 1.91
Observer-reported Engagement -.46 .28 -.29 .08 -.55 .35 -.34
.08
Closeness
.26
.30 .16
.02
Similar-to-me
.18
.43 .10
.006
Note. N1=32. N2=32. Model 1 R2=.08, R2adj=.05, F(1, 30)=2.68, p=.11.
Model 2 R2=.11, R2adj=.01, F(3,28)=1.16, p=.34, R2change=.03, Fchange(2,28)=.45, p=.64.
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In model 1, the Sequential Multiple Regression analysis revealed that observerreported engagement (β = -.29, t(30) = -1.64, p = .11) did not significantly predict selfreported IQ. In model 2, the analysis showed that neither observer-reported engagement
(β = -.34, t(28) = -1.57, p = .13), nor any control measures – closeness (β = .16., t(28) =
.87, p = .39), or similar-to-me (β = .10, t(28) = .43, p = .67), were able to predict selfreported IQ significantly.
Furthermore, in model 1, it was found that observer-reported engagement was not
significantly able to explain the variance in self-reported IQ, R2=.08, F(1, 30)=2.68,
p=.11. The value of R2 indicated that observer-reported engagement explained 8% (5%
adjusted) of the variance in self-reported IQ.
On the other hand, in model 2, observer-reported engagement and control measures
– closeness and similar-to me were also not significantly able to explain the variance in

self-reported IQ, R2=.11, F(3,28)=1.16, p=.34. The value of R2 indicated that observerreported engagement, closeness, and similar-to-me measure explained 11% (1% adjusted)

of the variance in self-reported IQ. Here out of 11%, 8% of unique variance was explained
by observer-reported engagement in self-reported IQ. Moreover, closeness and similar-to-

me measures only could explain 2% and .6% of unique variances in self-reported IQ,
respectively. In other words, the addition of control measures in the model only
contributed to additional 3% of unique variances in self-reported IQ together where the
change was not found to be significant, R2change=.03, Fchange(2,28)=.45, p=.64.
Therefore, to summarize the result from this sequential regression analysis it
could be said that observer-reported engagement was not able to predict the self-reported
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IQ significantly in both the models. Furthermore, the addition of the control measures in
the model did not contribute to any significant increase/change in the model.
As mentioned earlier, sequential multiple regression analysis was administered to
explore whether observer-reported engagement alone could predict self-reported OCB
through 2 models. The results of multiple regression analysis for self-reported OCB are
available in Tables 4.12. and 4.13.

Table 4.12. Descriptive Statistics for Self-reported OCB, Observer-reported Engagement,
Closeness, Similar-to-me and Bivariate Correlations Among the Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1
2
1. Self-reported OCB
2.71
.86
2. Observer-reported Engagement
4.41
.96
-.01
3. Closeness
3.88
.91
-.19
.00
4. Similar-to-me
3.66
.79
.05
.57*
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .001. OCB – Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

3

-.06

Table 4.13. Summary of Sequential Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Selfreported OCB by Observer-reported Engagement, Closeness, and Similar-to-me
Measures.
Model 1
Model 2
2
B
SE
β
sr
B
SE
β
sr2
Constant
2.74 .73
3.32 1.10
Observer-reported Engagement -.01 .16 -.01 .000 -.04
.20 -.04 .001
Closeness
-.17
.18 -.18 .03
Similar-to-me
.06
.25 .06 .002
2
2
Note. N1=32. N2=32. Model 1 R =.00, R adj= -.03, F(1, 30)=.003, p=.96.
Model 2 R2=.04, R2adj= -.06, F(3,28)=.37 p=.78, R2change=.04, Fchange(2,28)=.55, p=.58.

As noted earlier, the results showed that self-reported OCB was not significantly
related to observer-reported engagement (r(30) = -.01 p = .48). Moreover, in case of
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control measure – closeness was not significantly correlated with self-reported OCB
(r(30) = -.19, p = .15). Also, no significant correlation was found with the similar-to-me
measure (r(30) = .05, p = .40).
In model 1, the Sequential Multiple Regression analysis revealed that observerreported engagement (β = -.01, t(30) = -.05, p = .96) was not a significant predictor of
self-reported OCB. In model 2, the analysis showed that neither observer-reported
engagement (β = -.04, t(28) = -.19, p = .85), nor any control measures – closeness (β = .18, t(28) = -.99, p = .33), or similar-to-me (β = .06, t(28) = .26, p = .79), were able to
predict self-reported OCB significantly.
Furthermore, in model 1, it was found that observer-reported engagement was not
able to significantly explain the variance in self-reported OCB, R2=.00, F(1, 30)=.003,
p=.96. The value of R2 indicated that observer-reported engagement and self-reported
engagement explained 0% (- 3% adjusted) of the variance in self-reported OCB.

On the other hand, in model 2, observer-reported engagement and control
measures – closeness and similar-to me were not significantly able to explain the
variance in self-reported OCB, R2=.04, F(3,28)=.37 p=.78. The value of R2 indicated that
observer-reported engagement, closeness, and similar-to-me measure explained 4% (-6%
adjusted) of the variance in self-reported OCB. Out of 4% of unique variance in selfreported OCB, .1%, 3%, and .2% of unique variances were explained by observerreported engagement, closeness and similar-to-me measures in self-reported OCB,
respectively. In other words, the addition of control measures in the model contributed an
additional 4% of unique variance explained in self-reported OCB together where the
change was found to be not significant, R2change=.04, Fchange(2,28)=.55, p=.58.
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Therefore, to summarize the result from this sequential regression analysis it
could be said that here also observer-reported engagement failed to predict the selfreported OCB significantly in both the models, just like the other outcome variable – selfreported IQ. Furthermore, the addition of the control measures in the model did not
contribute to any significant increase/change in the model. Overall, these results suggest,
observer-reported engagement was not able to predict any of the self-reported outcome
variables (self-reported IQ, and self-reported OCB) significantly.
Therefore, based on the multiple regression analyses presented and discussed
above, it had been seen that observer-reported engagement was not being able to predict
any of the self-reported outcome variables – suggesting again no support for hypothesis
3. To investigate whether observer-reported engagement could predict at least the
observer-reported outcome variable (i.e. observer-reported OCB), sequential multiple
regression analyses was administered through 2 models. In the first model, only observerreported engagement measure was added as the predictor variable. Moreover, in the
second model, control measures (i.e. closeness and similar-to-me) were added as
predictors in the second model. The results of multiple regression analysis for observerreported OCB are available in Tables 4.14. and 4.15.
The results showed that observer-reported OCB was positively, strongly, and
significantly related to observer-reported engagement (r(30) = -.66 p = .001). Moreover,
in case of control measures – closeness measure (r(30) = .30, p = .05) and similar-to-me
measure (r(30) = .47, p = .003) were found to be positively, moderately, and significantly
correlated with observer-reported OCB.
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Table 4.14. Descriptive Statistics for Observer-reported OCB, Observer-reported
Engagement, Closeness, Similar-to-me and Bivariate Correlations Among the
Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1
2
1. Observer-reported OCB
3.27
1.00
2. Observer-reported Engagement
4.41
.96
.66***
3. Closeness
3.88
.91
.30*
.00
4. Similar-to-me
3.66
.79
.47**
.57**
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p ≤ .05, **p < .01, ***p ≤ .001. OCB – Organizational
Citizenship Behavior.

3

-.06

Table 4.15. Summary of Sequential Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Observerreported OCB by Observer-reported Engagement, Closeness, and Similar-to-me
Measures.
Model 1
SE
β
sr2
.65
.14 .66** .43

Model 2
B
B
SE
β
sr2
Constant
.25
-1.44 .89
Observer-reported Engagement .68
.58 .16 .56** .21
Closeness
.34 .14 .31* .10
Similar-to-me
.22 .20 .18
.02
2
2
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p< .05, **p ≤ .001. Model 1 R =.43, R adj= -.41, F(1, 30)=22.75,
p=.001. Model 2 R2=.54, R2adj= .49, F(3,28)=11.06 p=.001, R2change=.11,
Fchange(2,28)=3.39, p=.05.

In model 1, the Sequential Multiple Regression analysis revealed that observerreported engagement (β = .66, t(30) = 4.77, p = .001) was a significant predictor of selfreported OCB. In model 2, the analysis showed that observer-reported engagement (β =
.56, t(28) = 3.57, p = .001) and a control measure – closeness (β = .31, t(28) = 2.43, p =
.02) were able to predict self-reported OCB significantly. However, another control
measure – similar-to-me (β = .18, t(28) = 1.13, p = .27) could not predict observerreported OCB significantly in model 2.
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Furthermore, in model 1, it was found that observer-reported engagement was able
to explain significant variance in observer-reported OCB, R2=.43, F(1, 30)=22.75,
p=.001. The value of R2 indicated that observer-reported engagement explained 43% (41%
adjusted) of the variance in observer-reported OCB.
On the other hand, in model 2, observer-reported engagement and control measures
– closeness and similar-to me were also significantly able to explain the variance in

observer-reported OCB, R2=.54, F(3,28)=11.06 p=.001. The value of R2 indicated that
observer-reported engagement, closeness, and similar-to-me measure explained 54% (49%

adjusted) of the variance in observer-reported OCB. Out of 54%, 21%, 10% and 2% of
unique variances were explained by observer-reported engagement, closeness and similarto-me measures in observer-reported OCB, respectively. In other words, the addition of
control measures in the model contributed an additional 11% of unique variances in
observer-reported OCB together where the change was also found to be significant

(R2change=.11, Fchange(2,28)=3.39, p=.05), but the effect of observer-reported engagement
on observer-reported OCB held even with the addition of the controls.
Therefore, to summarize the result from this sequential regression analysis it
could be said that here observer-reported engagement was able to predict the observerreported OCB significantly in both the models. Furthermore, the addition of the control
measures in the model did contribute to 11% of significant increase/change in the model.
Overall, these results suggest, observer-reported engagement was able to predict the
observer-reported outcome variable (i.e., observer-reported OCB) significantly.
Now, based on the multiple regression analyses presented and discussed above, it
had been seen that observer-reported engagement was not able to significantly predict
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any of the self-reported outcome variables, but was able to predict observer-reported
outcome variables. However, it could be argued that mono-method bias caused inflation
in the relationships between observer-reported measures, which resulted in the observerreported engagement measure’s ability to predict observer-reported outcome variables
but not self-reported outcome variables. Mono-method inflation may also be the reason
why only self-reported engagement was a significant predictor of the self-reported
outcome measures. Therefore, to investigate whether self-reported engagement could
predict the observer-reported outcome variable (i.e. observer-reported OCB), a simple
linear regression analysis was administered. The results of multiple regression analysis
for observer-reported OCB are available in Tables 4.16. and 4.17.

Table 4.16. Descriptive Statistics for Observer-reported OCB, Self-reported Engagement,
and Bivariate Correlations Among the Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1. Observer-reported OCB
3.27
1.00
2. Self-reported Engagement
4.09
.89
Note. N1=32. N2=32. OCB – Organizational Citizenship Behavior.

1
.02

Table 4.17. Summary of Simple Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Observerreported OCB by Self-reported Engagement Measure.
Model 1
B
SE
β
Constant
3.20
.86
Self-reported Engagement
.02
.20
.02
2
2
Note. N1=32. N2=32. Model 1 R =.00, R adj= -.03, F(1, 30)=.01, p=.93.

sr2
.000

Arguably, if self-reported engagement can significantly predict self-reported and
observer-reported outcome variables, then that suggests self-reported engagement has
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better predictive validity than observer-reported engagement (which was only able to
significantly predict observer-reported outcomes), and that this predictive validity is not
related to mono-method bias concerns.
The results showed that self-reported engagement was not significantly related to
observer-reported OCB (r(30) = .02 p = .46). Moreover, the linear regression analysis
revealed that self-reported engagement (β = .02, t(30) = .09, p = .93) was not able to
predict observer-reported OCB. Furthermore, it was found that self-reported engagement
was not significantly able to explain the variance in observer-reported OCB, R2=.00, F(1,
30)=.01, p=.93. The value of R2 indicated that self-reported engagement explained 0% (3% adjusted) of the variance in observer-reported OCB. Therefore, to summarize the
result from this simple multiple regression analysis it could be said that here self-reported
engagement was not being able to predict the observer-reported OCB significantly.
Finally, to explore the comparable unique variances explained by self-reported
and observer-reported engagement in predicting observer-reported OCB (as a final test to
see if one approach, self-reported or observer-reported engagement, had overall better
predictive validity), sequential multiple regression analysis was administered through 2
models. In the first model, observer-reported and self-reported engagement measures
were added as the predictor variables. Moreover, in the second model, control measures
(i.e. closeness and similar-to-me) were added as predictors in the second model. The
results of multiple regression analysis for observer-reported OCB are available in Tables
4.18. and 4.19.
The results showed that observer-reported OCB was positively, strongly, and
significantly related to observer-reported engagement (r(30) = -.66 p = .001). However,
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in case of self-reported engagement, it was not found to be significantly correlated (r(30)
= .02, p = .46) with observer-reported engagement. Additionally, in case of control
measures – closeness measure (r(30) = .30, p = .05) and similar-to-me measure (r(30) =
.47, p = .003) were found to be positively, moderately, and significantly correlated with
observer-reported OCB.

Table 4.18. Descriptive Statistics for Observer-reported OCB, Observer-reported
Engagement, Self-reported Engagement, Closeness, Similar-to-me and Bivariate
Correlations Among the Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1
2
3
4
1. Observer-reported OCB
3.27
1.00
2. Observer-reported Engagement 4.41
.96
.66***
3. Self-reported Engagement
4.09
.89
.02
.11
4. Closeness
3.88
.91
.30*
.00
-.28
5. Similar-to-me
3.66
.79
.47** .57**
.13
-.06
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p ≤ .05, **p < .01, ***p ≤ .001. OCB – Organizational Citizenship
Behavior.

Table 4.19. Summary of Sequential Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Observerreported OCB by Observer-reported Engagement, Self-reported Engagement, Closeness,
and Similar-to-me Measures.
B
.49

Model 1
SE
β
.87

sr

2

B
-1.54

Model 2
SE
β
1.14

sr2

Constant
Observer-reported
.69 .15 .66*** .43
.58
.17 .55** .21
Engagement
Self-reported Engagement
-.07 .16 -.06
.003 .02
.15 .02
.000
Closeness
.35
.15 .32* .09
Similar-to-me
.22
.20 .17
.02
2
2
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p≤.001. Model 1 R =.43, R adj=.40, F(2, 29)=
11.15, p=.001. Model 2 R2=.54, R2adj=.47, F(4,27)=8.01, p=.001, R2change=.11, Fchange(2,
27)=3.18, p=.06.
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In model 1, the Sequential Multiple Regression analysis revealed that observerreported engagement (β = .66, t(29) = 4.72, p = .001) was a significant predictor of
observer-reported OCB. However, self-reported engagement (β = -.06, t(29) = -.42, p =
.68) was not able to predict observer-reported OCB significantly. In model 2, the analysis
showed that observer-reported engagement (β = .55, t(27) = 3.49, p = .002) and a control
measure – closeness (β = .32, t(27) = 2.33, p = .03) were able to predict observer-reported
OCB significantly. However, in this model as well, self-reported engagement (β = .02,
t(27) = .14, p = .89) was not being able to predict self-reported OCB significantly.
Moreover, similar-to-me (β = .17, t(27) = 1.10, p = .28) also not being able to predict
observer-reported OCB significantly.
Furthermore, in model 1, it was found that observer-reported engagement and selfreported engagement were significantly able to explain the variance in observer-reported

OCB, R2=.43, F(2, 29)=11.15, p=.001. The value of R2 indicated that observer-reported
engagement and self-reported engagement explained 43% (40% adjusted) of the variance

in observer-reported OCB. Out of 43%, 43% of unique variance in observer-reported
OCB was found to be explained by observer-reported engagement alone and .3% of unique
variance was explained by self-reported engagement in observer-reported OCB.
On the other hand, in model 2, observer-reported engagement, self-reported
engagement and control measures – closeness and similar-to me were also able to explain

significant variance in observer-reported OCB, R2=.54, F(4,27)=8.01, p=.001. The value
of R2 indicated that observer-reported engagement, self-reported engagement, closeness, and
similar-to-me measure explained 54% (47% adjusted) of the variance in observer-reported

OCB. Here, 21% of unique variance in observer-reported OCB was again explained by
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observer-reported engagement alone. Moreover, 0%, 9% and 2% of unique variances were
explained by self-reported engagement, closeness and similar-to-me measures in observer-

reported OCB, respectively. The addition of control measures in the model contributed an
additional 11% of unique variances in observer-reported OCB together. However, this
change was not found to be significant, R2change=.11, Fchange(2,27)=3.18, p=.06.
Therefore, to summarize the result from this sequential regression analysis it
could be said that observer-reported engagement could predict the observer-reported OCB
significantly in both the models. However, in model 2, closeness measure could also
significantly predict the observer-reported OCB. Here, self-reported engagement failed to
predict the observer-reported OCB significantly in both the models. Furthermore, the
addition of the control measures in the model did not contribute to any significant
increase/change in the model. Overall, these results suggest, that unlike observer-reported
engagement, self-reported engagement was not able to significantly predict the observerreported outcome variable (i.e. observer-reported OCB).

Considering all regression analyses combined, overall it appears that self-reported
engagement was a significant predictor of self-reported outcomes, and observer-reported
engagement was a significant predictor of observer-reported outcomes. However, neither
engagement measure was able to significantly predict outcomes when the outcomes were
reported by a different source. This suggests that the significant predictive relationships
found may be more a result of mono-method bias rather than one type of engagement
measure having better (or even similar) predictive validity over another engagement
measure. Again, this suggests hypothesis 3 was not supported.
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Additionally, as mentioned earlier, Person’s correlation was administered to
explore the relationship among Observer-reported Engagement, Self-reported
Engagement, and their correlates: Self-reported JIG, and Self-reported AC. The
descriptive statistics and bivariate correlation among these constructs/variables are
available in Table 4.20. Notably, none of the correlates of self-reported engagement –
self-reported JIG (r(30) = .12, p = .27), and self-reported AC (r(30) = .18, p = .16) - were
found to be significantly correlated with observer-reported engagement measure.

Table 4.20. Descriptive Statistics for Observer-reported Engagement, Self-reported
Engagement, Self-reported JIG, Self-reported AC, and Bivariate Correlations Among the
Variables/Constructs.
M
SD
1
2
3
1. Observer-reported Engagement
4.41
.96
2. Self-reported Engagement
4.09
.89
.11
3. Self-reported JIG
2.61
.59
.12
.65**
4. Self-reported AC
4.82
.31
.18
.63**
.72**
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .01, **p < .001. JIG – Job in General, AC – Affective
Commitment.

Results from Post-hoc Analyses:
As none of the proposed hypotheses were supported in the present study, to
explore furthermore a few post-hoc tests were administered. More specifically, when
observer-reported and self-reported engagement scales compared in terms of their
content, EFAs showed extremely dissimilar loading patterns. However, research
continues to support the empirically established 3 dimensions of self-reported
engagement measure shown by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), thus the content of both the
adapted and original scales were scrutinized in terms of those well-established 3
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dimensions, based on the ratings collected through the present study. The results from
those post-hoc tests are presented below.
First, the overall engagement scores were assessed. The mean of self-reported
engagement was found to be 4.09 (SD = .89). Moreover, the mean of observer-reported
engagement was 4.41 (SD = .96). To explore whether the mean difference between these
two engagement measures was significant or not, paired-samples t-Test was administered.
The t-Test results are available in Tables 4.21. and 4.22. The mean difference between selfreported engagement and observer-reported engagement was found to be not significant
(t(31) = -1.47, p = .15).

The graphical representation of mean difference between

Observer-reported Engagement and Self-reported Engagement is available in Figure 4.12.

Table 4.21. Descriptive Statistics of Self-reported Engagement and Observer-reported
Engagement.

Self-reported Engagement
Observer-reported Engagement
Note. N1=32. N2=32.

M
4.09
4.41

SD
.89
.96

Table 4.22. Paired-samples t-Test of Self-reported Engagement - Observer-reported
Engagement.

Self-reported Engagement - Observer-reported Engagement
Note. N1=32. N2=32.

t
-1.47

df
31

p
.15

Apart from graphical representation, the distribution of mean difference was
found to be normally distributed in terms of skewness (z = -1.28, SES = .41) and kurtosis

76
(z = .20, SEK = .89). This normal distribution of mean difference with a mean of .32 and
median of .65 indicated that differences between subordinate and supervisor ratings were
near to 0. Thus, considering the results from t-Test, it may be argued that perhaps
supervisors were on the right track in rating subordinate engagement as their ratings of
subordinate engagement do not appear to differ significantly from subordinates’ selfratings of engagement.

Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement and
Self-reported Engagement

Figure 4.12. Distribution of Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement
and Self-reported Engagement.

Next, to account for the traditional 3-dimensional approach to engagement
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003), the three sub-scales were scrutinized through more detailed
analyses. The descriptive statistics of self-reported and observer-reported engagement in
terms of vigor, dedication, and absorption are available in Table 4.23.
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Furthermore, Person’s correlations were administered to explore the relationships
between self-reported engagement - vigor, self-reported engagement - dedication, selfreported engagement - absorption, observer-reported engagement - vigor, observerreported engagement – dedication, and observer-reported engagement - absorption. The
bivariate correlations among these constructs are available in Table 4.24.

Table 4.23. The Descriptive Statistics of Self-reported Engagement and Observerreported Engagement in terms of Vigor, Dedication, and Absorption.
M
4.20
4.43
3.71
4.68
4.71
3.90

Self-reported Engagement – Vigor
Self-reported Engagement – Dedication
Self-reported Engagement – Absorption
Observer-reported Engagement – Vigor
Observer-reported Engagement – Dedication
Observer-reported Engagement – Absorption
Note. N1=32. N2=32.

SD
.96
1.26
.96
1.11
.90
1.01

Table 4.24. The Bivariate Correlations among Self-reported Engagement and Observerreported Engagement in terms of Vigor, Dedication, and Absorption.

1. Self-reported Engagement – Vigor
2. Self-reported Engagement – Dedication
3. Self-reported Engagement – Absorption
4. Observer-reported Engagement – Vigor
5. Observer-reported Engagement – Dedication
6. Observer-reported Engagement – Absorption
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .01, **p < .001

1

2

.58**
.66**
.20
.11
.06

.54*
.14
.21
.13

3

4

5

.03
.03 .87**
.08 .86** .85**

The results showed that all the 3 dimensions of self-reported engagement were
strongly, positively, and significantly related to each other. Moreover, all the 3 dimensions
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of observe-reported engagement were strongly, positively, and significantly related to each
other. However, none of the self-reported engagement dimensions significantly related to
any of the dimensions of observer-reported engagement, lending further evidence that
hypothesis 1 is unsupported.
To investigate any significant mean differences between self-reported engagement
– vigor (M=4.20, SD=.96) and observer-reported engagement – vigor (M=4.68,
SD=1.11); self-reported engagement – dedication (M=4.43, SD=1.26) and observerreported engagement – dedication (M=4.71, SD=.90); and self-reported engagement –
absorption (M=3.71, SD=.96) and observer-reported engagement – absorption (M=3.90,
SD=1.01); paired-samples t-Tests were administered. The results of these t-Tests are
available in Tables 4.25. to 4.27.

Table 4.25. Paired-samples t-Test of Self-reported Engagement – Vigor and Observerreported Engagement – Vigor.
Self-reported Engagement – Vigor and Observer-reported
Engagement – Vigor
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p=.05

t

df

p

-2.07*

31

.05

The mean difference between self-reported engagement – vigor and observerreported engagement – vigor was found to be significantly different (t(31) = -2.07, p =
.05, d =.46). This means subordinates rated themselves significantly lower on dimension,
vigor, under self-reported engagement measure than their respective supervisors rated
their subordinates on the vigor items in observer-reported engagement measure.
However, the mean differences were not found significant between self-reported
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engagement – dedication and observer-reported engagement – dedication (t(31) = -1.17, p
= .15) and self-reported engagement – absorption and observer-reported engagement –
absorption (t(31) = -.73, p = .15), respectively.

Table 4.26. Paired-samples t-Test of Self-reported Engagement – Dedication and
Observer-reported Engagement – Dedication.
t
df
p
Self-reported engagement – Dedication and Observer-1.17
31
.25
reported Engagement – Dedication
Note. N1=32. N2=32.

Table 4.27. Paired-samples t-Test of Self-reported Engagement – Absorption and
Observer-reported Engagement – Absorption.
Self-reported Engagement – Absorption and Observerreported Engagement – Absorption
Note. N1=32. N2=32.

t

df

p

-.73

31

.47

The graphical representations of difference scores between Observer-reported
Engagement – Vigor and Self-reported Engagement – Vigor, Observer-reported
Engagement – Dedication and Self-reported Engagement – Dedication, and Observerreported Engagement – Absorption and Self-reported Engagement – Absorption are
available in Figures 4.13., 4.14., and 4.15.
Here also apart from graphical representations, the distributions of mean
differences between observer-reported and self-reported engagement were found to be
normally distributed in terms of skewness and kurtosis for vigor (z = -.96, SES = .41; z = .04, SEK = .89), dedication (z = .21, SES = .41; z = -1.14, SEK = .89), and absorption (z =
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-1.61, SES = .41; z = .90, SEK = .89). For dedication and absorption, their normal
distributions of mean difference with the mean values of .29 and .19 and median values
of 0 and .33 indicated that differences between subordinate and supervisor ratings in
terms of dedication and absorption were close to 0. Furthermore, considering the results
from t-Tests, it may also be argued that perhaps supervisors were again similar to their
subordinates’ self-ratings in rating their subordinate’s engagement, specifically in terms
of dedication and absorption.

Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement
– Vigor and Self-reported Engagement – Vigor

Figure 4.13. Distribution of Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement –
Vigor and Self-reported Engagement – Vigor.

However, in case of vigor, the normal distribution of mean difference with a mean
of .48 and median of .53 indicated that differences between subordinate and supervisor
ratings differed from to 0. Additionally, considering the results from t-Test, it may be
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argued that there was a difference between how supervisors rated their subordinates’
engagement in terms of vigor and the subordinates rated themselves on those items.

Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement
– Dedication and Self-reported Engagement – Dedication

Figure 4.14. Distribution of Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement –
Dedication and Self-reported Engagement – Dedication.

As there was a significant difference of moderate effect size (d=.46) between selfreported engagement – vigor and observer-reported engagement – vigor, the items that
capture feelings/thinking (covert in nature) such as - ‘At my work, I feel bursting with
energy’, ‘At my job, I feel strong and vigorous’, ‘When I get up in the morning, I feel like
going to work’, and ‘At my job, I am very resilient, mentally’ under vigor dimension on
self-reported engagement measure were grouped together (as Self-reported Engagement VigorFeel) and rest of the 2 items that involves action (overt in nature) under vigor
dimension such as – ‘I can continue working for very long periods at a time’ and ‘At my
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work I always persevere, even when things do not go well’ were grouped together (as Selfreported Engagement – VigorAct).

Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement
– Absorption and Self-reported Engagement – Absorption

Figure 4.15. Distribution of Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement –
Absorption and Self-reported Engagement – Absorption.

Moreover, the items that capture subordinates feelings/thinking (covert in nature)
such as - ‘At work, he/she seems bursting with energy’, ‘At work, he/she seems to work
vigorously’, ‘When he/she comes to work in the morning, he/she seems ready to work’,
and ‘At work, he/she is very resilient’, under dimension, vigor, on self-reported
engagement measure, were grouped together (as Observer-reported Engagement VigorFeel) and rest of the items under vigor which make subordinates act (overt in nature)
such as – ‘He/she can continue working for very long periods at a time’ and ‘At work,
he/she always perseveres, even when things do not go well’ were grouped together (as
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorAct). The descriptive statistics of self-reported
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engagement - VigorFeel, self-reported engagement – VigorAct, observer-reported
engagement - VigorFeel, and observer-reported engagement – VigorAct are available in
Table 4.28.

Table 4.28. The Descriptive Statistics of Self-reported Engagement - VigorFeel, Selfreported Engagement – VigorAct, Observer-reported Engagement - VigorFeel, and
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorAct.
M
3.99
4.61
4.66
4.70

Self-reported Engagement – Vigor
Self-reported Engagement – VigorAct,
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorFeel
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorAct
Note. N1=32. N2=32.
Feel

SD
1.19
1.21
.83
1.04

Furthermore, Person’s correlations were administered to explore the relationships
between self-reported engagement - VigorFeel, self-reported engagement – VigorAct,
observer-reported engagement - VigorFeel, and observer-reported engagement – VigorAct.
The bivariate correlations among these variables are available in Table 4.29.

Table 4.29. The bivariate correlations among Self-reported Engagement - VigorFeel, Selfreported Engagement – VigorAct, Observer-reported Engagement - VigorFeel, and
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorAct.

1. Self-reported Engagement – Vigor
2. Self-reported Engagement – VigorAct
3. Observer-reported Engagement – VigorFeel
4. Observer-reported Engagement – VigorAct
Note. N1=32, N2=32. *p≤.01, **p<.001.

1

2

3

.48*
.20
.08

.17
.20

.81**

Feel
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The results showed that self-reported engagement - VigorFeel and self-reported
engagement – VigorAct were positively, and significantly related (r(30) = .48, p = .005) to
each other. Moreover, observer-reported engagement - VigorFeel, and observer-reported
engagement – VigorAct were also positively, and significantly related (r(30) = .81, p <
.001) to each other. However, self-reported engagement - VigorFeel was not significantly
related to observer-reported engagement - VigorFeel (r(30) = .20, p = .26). Moreover, selfreported engagement – VigorAct was not significantly related to observer-reported
engagement – VigorAct (r(30) = .20, p = .29).
To investigate any significant mean differences between self-reported engagement
- VigorFeel (M=3.99, SD=1.19) and observer-reported engagement - VigorFeel (M=4.66,
SD=.83); and self-reported engagement – VigorAct (M=4.61, SD=1.21) and observerreported engagement – VigorAct (M=4.70, SD=1.04); paired-samples t-Tests were
administered. The results of these t-Tests are available in Tables 4.30. and 4.31.
The graphical representations of mean differences between observer-reported
engagement – VigorFeel and self-reported engagement – VigorFeel and observer-reported
Engagement – VigorAct and self-reported Engagement – VigorAct are available in Figures
4.16. and 4.17.

Table 4.30. Paired-samples t-Test of Self-reported Engagement – VigorFeel and Observerreported Engagement – VigorFeel.
Self-reported Engagement – VigorFeel –
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorFeel
Note. N1=32. N2=32. *p < .05

t

df

p

-2.51*

31

.02
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Table 4.31. Paired-samples t-Test of Self-reported Engagement – VigorAct and Observerreported Engagement – VigorAct.
Self-reported Engagement – Vigor –
Observer-reported Engagement – VigorAct
Note. N1=32. N2=32.

t

df

p

-.44

31

.66

Act

Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement
– VigorFeel and Self-reported Engagement – VigorFeel

Figure 4.16. Distribution of Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement –
VigorFeel and Self-reported Engagement – VigorFeel.

Here as well apart from graphical representations, the distributions of mean
differences between observer-reported and self-reported engagement were found to be
normally distributed in terms of skewness and kurtosis for VigorFeel (z = -.26, SES = .41; z
= .38, SEK = .89), and VigorAct (z = -.68, SES = .41; z = .11, SEK = .89). In the case of
VigorAct, the normal distribution of mean difference with a mean of .09 and median of 0
indicated that differences between subordinate and supervisor ratings were very close to 0.
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Furthermore, considering the results from t-Test, it may be argued that that supervisors
were on the similar track in rating subordinates’ engagement on VigorAct..
However, in case of VigorFeel, the normal distribution of mean difference with a
mean of .67 and median of .62 indicated that differences between subordinate and
supervisor ratings differed from 0 when compared with scores of VigorAct. Moreover,
considering the results from t-Test, it may be argued that there was a difference between
how supervisors rated their subordinates’ engagement in terms of VigorFeel and how the
subordinates rated themselves on those items.

Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement
– VigorAct and Self-reported Engagement – VigorAct

Figure 4.17. Distribution of Mean Difference between Observer-reported Engagement –
VigorAct and Self-reported Engagement – VigorAct.

Overall, these findings might indicate that cases where subordinates needed to
feel and think, the respective supervisors of those subordinates could not rate those items
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similarly as those items were covert in nature and difficult to observe. Hence, a
significant mean difference of moderate effect size was found between self-reported
engagement – VigorFeel - observer-reported engagement – VigorFeel. However, in case of
items which meant to capture overt behaviors, the supervisors rated their respective
subordinates not significantly differently as subordinates rated themselves because being
overt in nature those items may have been easier to observe. Therefore, no significant
mean difference was found between self-reported engagement – VigorAct - observerreported engagement – VigorAct.
Notably, since only in case of vigor, a significant mean difference with moderate
effect size was found between self-reported engagement and observer-reported
engagement measures, their items were further broken down as VigorAct (i.e., selfreported and observer-reported engagement) and VigorFeel (i.e., self-reported and
observer-reported engagement) and compared. However, in case of other dimensions dedication, and absorption – as there were no significant mean differences found, in the
present study, the items under these dimensions were not broken down further,
irrespective of reporting type of the measures.
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5. DISCUSSION

Validity is the appropriateness and accuracy of the interpretation of the scores of
the measure. Considering the limitations of the present study (described below in detail),
it would be unwise to claim that the adapted measure of observed engagement was not
found to be as valid as self-reported engagement measure, based on the present data and
their statistical analyses. Rather, there are few conclusions that can reasonably be drawn
from this study. However, on the basis of the present findings, none of the proposed
hypotheses were supported. From the aspect of construct validity, the scores of observed
engagement measure did positively relate to the scores of self-reported engagement
measure. However, this relation was not found to be significant. In terms of content, the
items of observed engagement measure did not load onto the specific factors as same as
the items load onto the three dimensions of self-reported engagement measure. Notably,
though, the self-reported engagement measure also did not follow the factor-structure
supported in the literature. However, again, considering the limitations it would not be
wise to report regarding construct validity of a measure based on analyses of the present
study. Lastly, in terms of predictive validity, the observed engagement did not predict the
self-reported outcome variables nor was observed-engagement significantly related to the
self-reported correlate variables.
More specifically, in case of self-reported measures all of them were found to be
inter-correlated. On the other hand, in case of observer-reported engagement, this
construct was found to be strongly, positively, and significantly correlated with observerreported OCB. However, no significant relationship was found between observer-
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reported engagement and closeness. Notably, no significant relationships were found
between observer-reported engagement and self-reported constructs, such as - selfreported engagement, self-reported JIG, self-reported AC, self-reported IQ, and selfreported OCB, respectively. Thus, as observer-reported engagement positively but not
significantly related to self-reported engagement, hypothesis 1 (i.e. the scores of observed
engagement measure would be positively related to the scores of self-reported
engagement measure) was not supported. However, it is important to note that
considering the final sample sizes, this study had only ~9% power to detect a small effect
size (r ≥ .10) and even to determine whether a moderate effect size was significant, much
more power was needed (i.e. post hoc power analyses indicated 39% power to detect a
moderate effect size, r ≥ .30). Therefore, it may be argued that due to this low power, it
causes inability to detect significant effect sizes that were not weak/moderate and/or that
were not possibly inflated due to common method bias. For example, this study did not
have the power that was necessary to determine whether the correlation between
observed- and self-reported engagement (r = .11) was significant. Notably, there was an
almost moderate relationship found between self-reported IQ and observer-reported
engagement with a p-value indicating marginal significance (r(30) = -.29, p = .06).
Considering the low power to determine whether even a moderate relationship was
significant, it is likely relationships that were identified as non-significant would have
been significant if the sample size was larger/there was more power.
In terms of hypothesis 2, when the loading patterns of self-reported UWES was
compared, it was neither found to be similar with the loading patterns of adapted selfreported (observer-report) UWES nor with the original scale by Schaufeli and Bakker
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(2003). Notably, considering the extreme low sample size, this erratic clustering of items
into 3 factors was not attempted to explain by the present researchers. Therefore, as a
result, hypothesis 2 was also not found to be supported in the present study due to
extreme low sample sizes, i.e. 32 pairs.
Moreover, in terms of hypothesis 3, it was found that observer-reported
engagement was not able to predict any of the self-reported outcome variables (selfreported IQ, and self-reported OCB) significantly while self-reported engagement was a

significant predictor. Therefore, hypothesis 3 was also not supported in the present study.
Thus, based on the present findings, it could be argued that observed engagement is not
as valid as self-reported engagement, as it does not function similarly to self-reported
engagement. However, the findings might also indicate the plausibility of inflation of
effect sizes between self-reported engagement and self-reported outcomes that might
make it easier for an effect to be deemed significant (i.e., as a result of common-method
bias; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012).
With this in mind, considering all regression analyses combined (including the
additional ones), overall it appears that self-reported engagement was a significant
predictor of self-reported outcomes, and observer-reported engagement was a significant
predictor of observer-reported outcomes. However, neither engagement measure was able
to significantly predict outcomes when the outcomes were reported by a different source.
This suggests that the significant predictive relationships found may be more a result of
common-method bias rather than one type of engagement measure having better (or even
similar) predictive validity over another engagement measure which suggests hypothesis
3 was not supported.
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Furthermore, considering the results from ad-hoc tests, the results showed that all
3 dimensions of self-reported engagement were strongly, positively, and significantly
related to each other. Moreover, all the 3 dimensions of observer-reported engagement
were strongly, positively, and significantly related to each other. However, none of the
self-reported engagement dimensions significantly related to any of the dimensions of
observer-reported engagement.
The mean difference between self-reported engagement – vigor and observerreported engagement – vigor was found to be significantly different. This means
subordinates rated themselves significantly lower on dimension, vigor, compared to how
their respective supervisors rated them on the vigor items in observer-reported
engagement measure. However, the mean differences were not found significant between
self-reported engagement – dedication and observer-reported engagement – dedication
and self-reported engagement – absorption and observer-reported engagement –
absorption.
Furthermore, it was found that where subordinate needed to feel and think, the
respective supervisors of those subordinates could not rate those items significantly
differently as those items seem to capture more covert behaviors. Hence, a significant
mean difference of moderate effect size was found between self-reported engagement –
VigorFeel - observer-reported engagement – VigorFeel. However, in case of items which
meant to capture overt behaviors, there supervisors rated their respected subordinates on
those items not significantly differently as subordinates rated themselves. Therefore, no
significant mean difference was found between self-reported engagement – VigorAct observer-reported engagement – VigorAct.
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Therefore, it could be argued that there is some evidence to suggest that there was
a difference in ratings, at least for the most covert aspects of engagement that supervisors
might not rate subordinates as well on these items. However, the overall similarity in selfreported and supervisor-reported means across most t-tests (as indicated by the normal
distributions of the differences scores, where many differences between subordinate and
supervisor ratings were close to 0) suggested that perhaps supervisors were potentially
similar to subordinates in rating their subordinate’s engagement.
Moreover, since similar-to-me measure was found to be strongly, positively, and
significantly correlated with observer-reported engagement and OCB scales, it indicated
that supervisors who rated their subordinates higher on similar-to-me scale, also rated
them higher in their engagement and OCB scales. Therefore, the plausibility of similarto-me bias (i.e. the observer rated the supervisors favorably as the subordinates seemed to
share similar characteristics in terms of outlook, perspective, values, and work habits) in
supervisor ratings was considered (Baskett, 1973; Griffitt & Jackson, 1970; Peters &
Terborg, 1975; Rand & Wexley, 1975; Lin, Dobbins, & Fahr, 1992; Sears & Rowe,
2003). It could be argued that supervisors rated their respective subordinates significantly
higher on observer-reported engagement and OCB scales as the supervisors were rating
subordinates they believed to be similar to them (thus, motivated to put them in a positive
light). However, no relationship was found between observer-reported engagement and
closeness (i.e. different from the previous findings where friendship was significantly
related to supervisor ratings; Love, 1981).
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6. LIMITATIONS

It is extremely important to mention all the limitations of the present study.
Firstly, the data was collected through an online survey site, i.e., Qualtrics. Therefore, the
present researchers could not supervise the data collection when participants took their
respective surveys.
Secondly, response rates from each sample were very poor. To collect data from
200 self-ratings, 422 subordinates were approached in two rounds. However, by the end
of two rounds only 70 subordinates completed the survey and shared the necessary
information through which they could be identified, and their respective supervisors
could be contacted for further data collection for the present study. Therefore, the
response rate of subordinate sample was 16.59%. Moreover, to avoid potential for
coercion, data was collected from supervisors after subordinates rated themselves.
Therefore, for 70 other-ratings, 61 supervisors were approached as 52 of them had only
one subordinate who participated in the present study and 9 of them supervised 2
subordinates who participated in the study. However, out of 70, only 32 observer-report
surveys were filled out by the supervisors, where 22 of them rated only one subordinate
and the rest of the supervisors rated 2 subordinates each for having two subordinates who
participated in this study. Therefore, based on 32 other-ratings, the response rate was
found to be 45.71% for supervisor sample. In all, the final dataset kept only 32 selfratings along with their respective 32 other-ratings to analyze the proposed hypotheses of
the present study. This contributed to the low power for many of the analyses, in
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particular the inability to detect most effect sizes that were not very strong and/or that
were not possibly inflated due to common method bias.
Thirdly and very importantly, multiple emails were received from approached
participants who were hesitant to participant in the study. Through those emails the
present researcher learned that the organization, whose employees were being
approached for the data collection, was going through a restructuring process which
included restructuring positions, personnel layoffs, and voluntary turnover. Thus, many
subordinates may have been (or explicitly expressed) concern about having their
supervisor rate them at all, considering the current layoffs that were occurring.
Additionally, the organization had recently mandated that all staff and supervisors
complete surveys on employee task performance which staff knew would result in
personnel decisions.
Thus, it was difficult to encourage participation in a study where subordinates
knew supervisors would rate them on their work behaviors. All of the participants who
contacted the present researcher were assured that the participation in the study was
voluntary and they had the right to ignore the survey links without penalties. It is
important to note that those emails were not received from any of the participants whose
data were kept in the final data set (i.e. 32 pairs). Furthermore, considering the sensitivity
of the situation, no more data collection took place after round two for each sample.
Therefore, data were analyzed on very small sample sizes and the resulted in present
findings.
Fourth, it is important to note, as mentioned earlier, since similar-to-me measure
was found to be strongly, positively, and significantly correlated with observer-reported
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engagement and OCB scales, it indicated that supervisors who rated their subordinates
higher on similar-to-me scale, also rated them higher in their engagement and OCB
scales. Therefore, the plausibility of similar-to-me bias (i.e. the observer rated the
supervisor ratings may have influenced observer-ratings.
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7. CONCLUSION

As validity is the appropriateness and accuracy of the interpretation of the scores
of the measure, considering the limitations of the present study, it would not be wise to
conclude that the measure of observed engagement is not as valid as self-reported
engagement measure. Rather based on present findings, it might be argued that the
adapted measure of observed engagement was not found to be as valid as self-reported
engagement measure in the present study due to some major limitations. Therefore, taken
into account the limitations and obtained findings of the present study, future researchers
are encouraged to replicate the study by collecting data from the employees of a stable
organization (i.e., not going through major structural changes) and following
recommendations of minimum sample sizes to test the hypotheses robustly to answer the
primary research question of the present study whether an observed engagement measure
would be as valid as self-reported engagement measure.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A.
UTRECHT WORK ENGAGEMENT SCALE (UWES)
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The following 17 statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each
statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have never
had this feeling, select the ‘0’ (zero). If you have had this feeling, indicate how often you
feel it by selecting the number (from 1 to 6) that best describes how frequently you feel

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

At my work, I feel
bursting with energy*
(VI1)
I find the work that I do
full of meaning and
purpose (DE1)
Time flies when I'm
working (AB1)
At my job, I feel strong
and vigorous (VI2)*
I am enthusiastic about
my job (DE2)*
When I am working, I
forget everything else
around me (AB2)
My job inspires me
(DE3)*

Almost
never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Very often

Always

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

A few times
a year or less

Once a
month or less

A few times
a month

Once a week

A few times
a week

Every
day

that way.
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When I get up in the
morning, I feel like going
to work (VI3)*
I feel happy when I am
9
working intensely
(AB3)*
I am proud on the work
10
that I do (DE4)*
I am immersed in my
11
work (AB4)*
I can continue working
12 for very long periods at a
time (VI4)
To me, my job is
13
challenging (DE5)
I get carried away when
14
I’m working (AB5)*
At my job, I am very
15
resilient, mentally (VI5)
It is difficult to detach
16
myself from my job
(AB6)
At my work I always
persevere, even when
17
things do not go well
(VI6)
Note. VI=vigor, DE=dedication, and AB=absorption.
8
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APPENDIX B.
THE JOB IN GENERAL (JIG) SCALE
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Think of your job in general. All in all, what is it like most of the time? Beside
each word or phrase below, select "yes" if it describes your job, "no" if it does not
describe your job and "unsure" if you cannot decide.

3
Yes
1 Pleasant
2 Bad*
3 Great
4 Waste of time*
5 Good
6 Undesirable*
7 Worthwhile
8 Worse than most*
9 Acceptable
10 Superior
11 Better than most
12 Disagreeable*
13 Makes me content
14 Inadequate*
15 Excellent
16 Rotten*
17 Enjoyable
18 Poor*
Note. Items with * are reverse-coded.

0
No

1
Unsure
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APPENDIX C.
AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT SCALE (ACS)
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Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below. There are no right

1

2

3

4

5

6

I would be very
happy to spend
the rest of my
career with this
organization.
I enjoy
discussing my
organization
with people
outside it.
I really feel as
if this
organization's
problems are
my own.
I think that I
could easily
become as
attached to
another
organization as
I am to this
one.*
I do not feel
like 'part of the
family' at my
organization.*
I do not feel
'emotionally
attached' to this
organization.*

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Neither
Agree Nor
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
Agree

Strongly
Agree

or wrong answers and please be as honest as possible.
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This
organization
has a great deal
7
of personal
meaning for
me.
I do not feel a
strong sense of
8 belonging to
my
organization.*
Note. Items with * are reverse-coded.
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APPENDIX D.
INTENTION TO QUIT SCALE (IQS)
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Please rate your level of agreement with each statement below. There are no right

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

or wrong answers and please be as honest as possible.

I intend to
leave this
1
organization
soon.
I plan to leave
this
2 organization in
the next little
while.
I will quit this
organization as
3
soon as
possible.
I do not plan on
leaving this
4
organization
soon.*
I may leave this
5 organization
before too long.
Note. Item with * is reverse-coded.
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APPENDIX E.
ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR – OCBI AND OCBO
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Please indicate how often you have performed each of these behaviors in the past

6
7
8

1
2
3
4
5

Every
day

5

A few
times a
week

4

Once a
week

3

A few
times a
month

2

Once or
twice

1

OCBI Items
Help others who have been
absent.
Willingly give your time to help
others who have work-related
problems.
Adjust your work schedule to
accommodate other employees’
requests for time off.
Go out of the way to make
newer employees feel welcome
in the work group.
Show genuine concern and
courtesy toward coworkers,
even under the most trying
business or personal situations.
Give up time to help others who
have work or nonwork
problems.
Assist others with their duties.
Share personal property with
others to help their work.
OCBO Items
Attend functions that are not
required but that help the
organizational image.
Keep up with developments in
the organization.
Defend the organization when
other employees criticize it.
Show pride when representing
the organization in public.
Offer ideas to improve the
functioning of the organization.

Never

30 days.

0

1

2

3

4

5

0

1

2

3

4

5
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Express loyalty toward the
organization.
Take action to protect the
7 organization from potential
problems.
Demonstrate concern about the
8
image of the organization.
6
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APPENDIX F.
UTRECHT WORK ENGAGEMENT SCALE (UWES) – ADAPTED
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The following statements are about how your subordinate feels and behaves at
work. Please read each statement carefully and decide if he/she ever acts like this at
work. If you think ${e://Field/Subordinate} has never appeared this way at work, select
the ‘0’ (zero) in the space after the statement. If you think ${e://Field/Subordinate} has
had these feelings at work, indicate how often by selecting the number (from 1 to 6) that

1
2

3
4
5
6
7
8

At work, he/she seems
bursting with energy (VI1)
He/she seems to find the
work full of meaning and
purpose (DE1)
Time seems to fly for
him/her when he/she is
working (AB1)
At work, he/she seems to
work vigorously (VI2)
He/she is enthusiastic about
his/her job (DE2)
When working, he/she seems
to forget everything else
around him/her (AB2)
His/her job inspires him/her
(DE3)
When he/she comes to work
in the morning, he/she seems
ready to work (VI3)

Almost
never

Rarely

Sometim
es

Often

Very
often

Always

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

A few times
a year or less

Once a
month or less

A few times
a month

Once a week

A few times
a week

Every day

best describes how frequently he/she feels/appears that way.
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He/she seems happy when
he/she is working intensely
(AB3)
He/she is proud of the work
10
that he/she does (DE4)
He/she is immersed in
11
his/her work (AB4)
He/she can continue working
12
for very long periods at a
time (VI4)
To him/her, this job is
13
challenging (DE5)
He/she gets carried away
14
when he/she is working
(AB5)
At work, he/she is very
15
resilient (VI5)
It is difficult for him/her to
16 detach himself/herself from
work (AB6)
At work, he/she always
17 perseveres, even when things
do not go well (VI6)
Note. VI=vigor, DE=dedication, and AB=absorption.
9
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APPENDIX G.
ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR – OCBI AND OCBO
(ADAPTED)

114
Please indicate whether your subordinate, ${e://Field/Subordinate}, has engaged

Never

Once or
twice

A few
times a
month

Once a
week

A few
times a
week

Every
day

in these behaviors at work in the last 30 days.

0

1

2

3

4

5

0

1

2

3

4

5

He/She
1
2

3

4

5

6
7
8

1
2
3
4

OCBI Items
Helps others who have been
absent.
Willingly gives his/her time to
help others who have workrelated problems.
Adjusts his/her work schedule
to accommodate other
employees’ requests for time
off.
Goes out of the way to make
newer employees feel welcome
in the work group.
Shows genuine concern and
courtesy toward coworkers,
even under the most trying
business or personal situations.
Gives up time to help others
who have work or nonwork
problems.
Assists others with their duties.
Shares personal property with
others to help their work.
OCBO Items
Attends functions that are not
required but that help the
organizational image.
Keeps up with developments
in the organization.
Defends the organization when
other employees criticize it.
Shows pride when representing
the organization in public.
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5
6
7
8

Offers ideas to improve the
functioning of the
organization.
Expresses loyalty toward the
organization.
Takes action to protect the
organization from potential
problems.
Demonstrates concern about
the image of the organization.

116

APPENDIX H.
CLOSENESS SCALE (CREATED FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY)
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I would consider ${e://Field/SubordinateName} a good friend at work.






Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neither Agree nor Disagree
Agree
Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX I.
SIMILAR TO ME SCALE
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How much like you in outlook, perspective, values, and work habits is
${e://Field/SubordinateName}:






Not at all similar
Slightly similar
Moderately similar
Pretty similar
Very similar
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